
MINUTES

SELECT BOARD

10/26/2021
5:00PM VIA ZOOM

Present: Select Board Member, Heather Hamilton, Select 
Board Member Bernard W. Greene, Select Board 
Member Raul Fernandez, Select Board Member 
John VanScoyoc, Select Board Member Miriam 
Aschkenasy

OPEN SESSION

Question of entering into Executive Session for the reasons listed in item 2 and 3.

Chair Hamilton declared that the board shall enter into executive session to discuss strategy with respect to     
litigation because an open meeting may have a detrimental effect on the bargaining or litigating position of 
the public body, and to review/approve minutes. The board will reconvene in open session.

On motion it was,

Voted to enter into executive session.
Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

EXECUTIVE SESSION - LITIGATION

For the purpose of discussing litigation strategy in the claim of 26 Holly Lane Hollyheath Court Condominium 
Trust against the Town.

EXECUTIVE SESSION - EXECUTIVE SESSION MINUTES

Question of approving the Executive Session meeting minutes from:
October 12, 2021
October 25, 2021

ANNOUNCEMENTS/UPDATES

There were two cases of Covid reported in the public schools; not students. This is good news because the 
numbers are going down. 
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The Flu Clinic was a success, there were almost 500 vaccinations.
The Brookline rotary will hold a Dog Day Saturday at Brookline Ave playground.
EDAB will hold a meeting tomorrow night with a presentation of projects included in the Coolidge Corner & JFK 
Crossing Rapid Recovery Plan 

PUBLIC COMMENT
No comments

MISCELLANEOUS

Question of approving the following meeting minutes:
Tuesday, October 19, 2021
Tuesday, October 25, 2021 (withdrawn, wrong date)

On motion it was,

Voted to approve the minutes from October 19, 2021 as amended.
Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

LOCAL ACTION UNITS

Question of authorizing the Board Chair to sign the Local Action Units application to add four affordable units 
to the town's Subsidized Housing Inventory.

On motion it was,

Voted to authorize the Board Chair to sign the Local Action Units application to add four affordable units to 
the town's Subsidized Housing Inventory.

   Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

   MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT REGIONAL BIKE SHARE PROGRAM

Question of approving and Authorizing the Town Administrator to execute a revised Memorandum of 
Agreement between the Town of Brookline, the Cities of Boston, Cambridge, Everett and Somerville and Lyft 
Bikes and Scooters related to the participation of the parties in the Bluebikes regional bike share program.

On motion it was,

Voted to approve and Authorizing the Town Administrator to execute a revised Memorandum of Agreement 
between the Town of Brookline, the Cities of Boston, Cambridge, Everett and Somerville and Lyft Bikes and 
Scooters related to the participation of the parties in the Bluebikes regional bike share program.
Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  
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TEMPORARY WINE AND MALT BEVERAGES NON SALES LICENSE

Question of approving a Temporary Wine and Malt Beverages Non Sales License to The Larz Anderson 
Auto Museum to be held on Friday, October 29, 2021 for Annual Club Dinner 6:00PM – 11:00PM at 15 
Newton Street. 100 people expected to attend.

On motion it was,

Voted to approve a Temporary Wine and Malt Beverages Non Sales License to The Larz Anderson Auto 
Museum to be held on Friday, October 29, 2021 for Annual Club Dinner 6:00PM – 11:00PM at 15 
Newton Street. 100 people expected to attend.
Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

CALENDAR

CYPRESS STREET REALTY TRUST SETTLEMENT

Question of ratifying and approving the terms of the Settlement Agreement executed by the parties and 
the Mediator, J. Owen Todd, on September 29, 2021 in the lawsuit 107-111 Cypress Street Realty Trust 
v. Town of Brookline, Norfolk Superior Court Case No. 19-0361, and authorizing the Office of Town 
Counsel and Special Counsel John Leonard to take all steps necessary and proper to settle and dismiss 
the case.

Chair Hamilton announced that a settlement agreement has been reached with the previous owner of 
this property.

On motion it was,

Voted to ratify and approve the terms of the Settlement Agreement for the lawsuit 107-111 Cypress 
Street Realty Trust v. Town of Brookline, Norfolk Superior Court Case No. 19-0361, executed on 
September 29, 2021 by and between the Mediator J. Owen Todd, representatives of the Town and the 
Plaintiff AND TO authorize and delegate to Town’s counsel, including the Office of Town Counsel and all 
related Special Counsel, the authority necessary and proper to take all steps to effect the final 
settlement of this case, including the preparation, execution and filing with the Norfolk  Superior Court a 
Stipulation of Dismissal, With Prejudice and Without Costs or Attorneys’ Fees, which Stipulation further 
provides that the parties waive all objections and rights of appeal and that the dismissal of the case shall 
enter on the Superior Court docket, forthwith.

Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS - INTERVIEWS

The following candidates for appointment/reappointment to Boards and Commissions will appear for 
interview:

Commission on Disability
Elizabeth Schafer – withdrawn
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Shawn O'Neal

Housing Advisory Board
Shawn O'Neal

Shawn O’Neil has worked in various departments within the town. She holds a degree in Business Law and 
Sociology. Ms. O’Neal would like to offer her voice to the disabled community and participate on issues 
related to housing. She has served a tenant liaison in her building, which she enjoyed. Ms. O’Neal started the 
Brookline Food Co-op program many years ago. She has been an advocate in the bringing the community 
together. 

SOOFA PRESENTATION

Review of the Pilot Program and Execution of General Services Renewal Agreement for Soofa Signs with 
Changing Environments, Inc. 213 Harvard St Suite 3l, Cambridge, MA.

Todd Kirrane, Director of Transportation, introduced Daniel West Cohen and Eleanor Evans from Soofa 
Signs. 

From Mr. Kirrane’s memo: 
In August 2019, the Select Board approved a pilot agreement with Changing Environments, Inc. (dba Soofa) 
to install and maintain 23 of their solar powered electronic displays in the four commercial districts of 
Brookline Village, Coolidge Corner, St. Mary’s, and Washington Square. The Soofa sign is best described as a 
stand-alone, solar-powered, electronic, visual, neighborhood-based, ad-funded social media platform with 
free and paid posting available to the Town, businesses, and other community organizations within the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  It essentially acts as a digital community bulletin board aimed at letting 
pedestrians passing by know what’s going on or is available in the area around them. The back of the sign 
includes a fixed poster that includes wayfinding information and interesting facts about Brookline, as a 
community, and is sponsored content by main advertisers. To date the two main advertisers have been 
Brookline Bank and Lantern. In addition to Town staff, the initial installation and pilot program was 
supported by Economic Development Advisory Board, the Pedestrian Advisory Committee, the Chamber of 
Commerce, the Coolidge Corner Merchants Association, and the Brookline Arts Commission.

Eleanor Evans made a PowerPoint presentation.

Discussion:

Board members expressed their concern with certain advertisers related to cannabis advertising. They 
expressed caution on censorship and legal aspects related to regulations on cannabis products. The board is 
concerned with this loophole; Soofa’s major advertiser is a cannabis home delivery service.

Mr. Kirrane indicated that Town Counsel reviewed and is comfortable with the language in the document.

The board would like to further review comments submitted by TMM  Alok Somani supported by residents: 

1.  Why would Brookline consider entering into an agreement that provides 20% of net revenue after all 
initial costs are recouped?   If we would even consider a revenue sharing agreement with this structure, 
shouldn’t we also set a ceiling on those costs or at least define what is meant by initial costs?    

3.A.

Page: 4



In Select Board
10/26/2021
Page 5 of 11

2.  Why would Brookline consider waiving all decision making authority over businesses that can 
advertise?   Is that something we would consider more generally?   I suggest that the town retain final 
decision authority.

3.  The proposed agreement goes on to provide Brookline with 20% of the advertising time, subject to 
review and rejection by changing environments. So, we have no control over who can advertise, but 
anything the town wants to place is subject to rejection by a private third party? 

The board would like to consider and review policy and the benefits to the town for allowing use of public 
spaces, and Soofa’s data collection practices.

WARRANT ARTICLES *taken out of order

Further review and possible vote on the following Warrant Articles for the November 16, 2021 Fall Town 
Meeting (STM 1):
Warrant Article 28 - Fur
Warrant Article 7 - Increase Marijuana Cap
Warrant Article 20 - Local Historic District Olmstead

Warrant Article 28 - Fur
  Deputy Town Administrator Melissa Goff reviewed the Advisory Committee’s revisions.

  On motion it was,

  Voted 5-0 Favorable Action on Article 28 as recommended by the Advisory Committee.

Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  

Warrant Article 7 - Increase Marijuana Cap
Chair Hamilton noted that she would address language on policy reference and address equity applicants 
next week.

Melissa Goff added there are conversations on policy goals, it was determined that in trying to achieve these 
goals, the licenses may not be given out on a first come first serve basis.

The board discussed their policy that requires already met equity criteria set by the CCC. There is no 
scenario where the board can guarantee these licenses will go to ownerships with the majority being people 
of color. They can make sure they provide an open window to receive equity applications, and the policy will 
define that. They are removing the preference for Brookline residents.  The policy will guarantee the license 
holder will qualify within the CCC equity program, and according to the applicant numbers, there is 
opportunity for diverse applicants. Critics have raised some good points and will be reflected in the 
language. The board noted they would have a good solid policy and warrant article.

On motion it was,

Voted 5-0 Favorable Action on Article 7.

Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc, Miriam Aschkenasy  
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 Warrant Article 20 - Local Historic District Olmstead

The Board differed on what should be considered historic or not. One factor was the fact that these sites 
would be considered significant and historic, yet not accessible by the public to enjoy. What is the benefit of 
that? Board member Aschkenasy would support designating two of the properties, but not the four as 
packaged.

Board member Greene noted the former homes of Roland Hayes and John Wilson, both local residents of 
historic significance. These homes have a plaque outside, yet are now privately owned and not accessible to 
the public.

On motion it was,

Voted 3-2 Favorable Action on Article 20.

Aye: Heather Hamilton, Bernard Greene, Raul Fernandez, John VanScoyoc 
Against: Raul Fernandez, Miriam Aschkenasy  

INFLAMMABLE LICENSE PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUED

Question of approving the application for an Inflammables License at 20 Boylston Street, MA, for the 
keeping, storage and use of 24 automobiles.

The board considered this application incomplete. This item was held.

WARRANT ARTICLE PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public Hearing, discussion and possible vote on the following Warrant Articles for the November 16, 2021 
Fall Town Meeting (STM1):

Warrant Article 14 - EDAB Disclosure
Warrant Article 19 - Nuisance Control
Warrant Article 22 - Gun Store
Warrant Article 23 - Off Street Parking (Zoorob)
Warrant Article 24 - Off Street Parking (Planning)
Warrant Article 25 - EV Ready Parking

Special Town Meeting 2:
Warrant Article 1 – Budget

Warrant Article 14 - EDAB Disclosure

Petitioner Jonathan Davis reviewed that this article adds one sentence to the current bylaw sec 3.10.12 
that requires EDAB members to disclose in its minutes, overlapping memberships in EDAB and a private 
group when a private lobbying group asks EDAB to take a position on a matter that comes up for a vote, 
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and disclose whether EDAB’s members voted consistently or not consistently with the private lobbying 
groups recommendation. He added at a minimum this article provides transparency.

In the Spring an advocacy group publicized itself to Town Meeting members and identified two of its 
leading members as also being members of EDAB. The group also adopted for itself a slogan EDAB has 
been using for years. The publicizing traded on the reputation of EDAB.  Also, it implied that the group has 
influence within EDAB.  

Public hearing

Katha Seidman spoke against the article; she is troubled that only EDAB is singled out making it sound like 
there is some kind of financial corruption because some DAB members also serve on the Building a Better 
Brookline advocacy group.  Although the petitioner says nothing about financial corruption, it cannot be 
assumed that association with an outside group could be corrupted. No one should have to choose 
between freedom of association and freedom of speech. Everyone should be able to become involved in 
town decisions.
Mike Toffel spoke in support of transparency, but feels this article is quite political. He feels it is poorly 
drafted and targets a particular group and EDAB members. If advocacy associations is a concern the Select 
Board can change their committee application forms without going the bylaw route.
Deborah Brown added this feels like an attack on people who have dedicated a great deal of time to public 
service. What is the intent of the article and where is the public good. It undermines town government at 
its purest.
Bob Lepson TMM9 spoke in opposition of the article. Why has EDAB been singled out? If disclosures need 
to happen, all boards should be included.  He feels this article targets two members of EDAB that joined 
Build a Better Brookline. 
Niami Sweitzer TMM10 spoke against the article; it is misplaced and inappropriately targets two members 
of EDAB. This article singles out members that participate in other groups; we already have a conflict of 
interest law.
Lisa Cunningham is a member of Building a Better Brookline and finds this article offensive and a political 
attack.
Michael Zoorob added that many residents feel the norms of civil discourse in Brookline is eroding and this 
is trying to silence them.
Scott Englander TMM6 spoke in support of the previous comments and supports a no action vote
Al Raine, member of EDAB added this is double standard and does not apply to the relationships with 
other committees and outside advocacy groups,  just the Building a Better Brookline (BABB) and EDAB. 
Paul Saner EDAB member reviewed the incident where the BABB slogan was used on EDAB letterhead.  
That is no longer the case, and explained that he did not notice this, and act on it at the time because he is 
blind. EDAB has used that slogan for many years prior to the Advocacy Group. There was no one benefiting 
from using this name. He feels like he has been defamed.

Jonathan Davis responded that article 14 is not singling out two EDAB members. A private lobbying group   
has identified various committee members as being leaders of the lobbying group. The slogan EDAB had 
on their letterhead for over a decade had been adopted by the lobbying group and using it since 2020. This 
could make some feel that this private lobbying group is somehow involved with EDAB, and EDAB should 
have taken action earlier. 
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The board expressed concerns on this article appearing to be a political attack, and assumes wrongdoing 
by association. The board noted that many residents are members of various advocacy groups and are 
involved in numerous affiliations of interest.

 The Chair closed the hearing.

Warrant Article 19 - Nuisance Control

Petitioner Jonathon Davis noted that it is his understanding that there is new language to be considered by 
the Advisory Committee.

Mr. Davis reviewed his article: Bylaw Article 8.29 (consisting of eight Sections) was enacted by Town Meeting 
in the May 2010 regular Town Meeting.  It was introduced as Article 12, and the main motion was an 
amendment by the Select Board, which was supported by the original petitioners and by the Advisory 
Committee. Bylaw Article 8.29 was intended to give the police department a tool to control noisy and 
disruptive behavior, particularly at night and from parties inside apartments, that had been bothering 
neighborhoods near Boston University.  It’s now more than eleven years since Article 8.29 was enacted and, 
not surprisingly, Article 29 has become somewhat out of date.  It has become somewhat out of date because 
the Bylaw only applies when there is a “residence or other private property, place, or location” [in the Bylaw 
called a “Premises”]; and there is “a legal owner of record of a Premises as listed by the tax assessor’s 
records”.

Mr. Davis added that with new outdoor dining regulations any nuisance control outlined in the bylaw would 
not pertain to public outside dining locations. A portion of the current bylaw refers to brick and mortar 
restaurants; it does not apply to curbside in the public way or sidewalk space. He added that the Acting Police 
Chief has expressed concerns with gatherings on public ways and outside dining furniture when the 
restaurant is closed; the owner should not be responsible.

Public hearing: No speakers.

The Chair closed the hearing.

Warrant Article 22 - Gun Store

 Petitioner Petra Bignami gave a PowerPoint presentation that outlines their goal to create a zoning bylaw to 
regulate firearms. At this time one could potentially open in any of the town’s retail areas. 

Section 4.14 FIREARM BUSINESS USES
1. Purpose. To establish criteria for the establishment of Firearm Business Uses in the Town to address public safety 
concerns arising from the operations of such businesses and the potential disruption of peace and quiet enjoyment of the 
community. This Section 4.14 provides for separation between Firearm Business Uses and certain uses enumerated herein 
to maximize protection of public health, safety, and welfare in conjunction with the protections from G.L. c. 140, §122-
131Y and other State laws and regulations. To the extent this section or any related section can be read to potentially 
conflict with G.L. c. 140 or other State laws or regulations, the section shall be interpreted to minimize any conflict with 
State laws or regulations while maximizing the furtherance of the public safety and other public purposes underlying this 
Section.

 Regulate firearm business operations.
 To do so in a manner that does not create a ban

3.A.
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 Location restrictions
 Schools – 1000 feet from schools
 Daycares 500 feet from daycares
 Residential abutters
 Operational restrictions and special permit process
 Required federal and State licenses prior to Special permit application

Public hearing: 

Associate Town Counsel Jonathan Simpson noted that he had reviewed and revised the article language.  He 
provided the board with resources, references and studies related to firearms, sales of firearms and proximity 
in the areas.

The board expressed concerns with potential legal challenges and inquired about other community-faced 
challenges. The board is seeking a legal analysis of the risks. The board acknowledged the constitutional 
challenges.

Ms. Bignami acknowledged the board’s concerns and indicated the intent of the article is to be proactive 
rather than reactive as they saw with short term rentals. The petitioners balanced the risk and is treating this 
as a land use gap in in the law that needs to be addressed; the risk not to address this is too big; there is the 
risk a gun store can come in and challenge us.

 The Chair closed the public hearing.

Warrant Article 23 - Off Street Parking (Zoorob)

Michael Zoorob, co-petitioner reported that article 23 has been revised as a compromise between article 23 
and article 24 submitted by the Planning Board. The Advisory Committee offers their own recommendations.

This Warrant Article makes several modifications to the zoning by-law relative to parking space quotas for 
residential uses. First, it lowers the minimum number of required parking spaces for housing in the Transit 
Parking Overlay District to 1 space for larger dwellings and to 0.5 spaces per studio apartment (TPOD; see 
Figure 1 at the top of the next page). This reduces the required number of parking spaces for housing near 
public transit to levels comparable to the 1960s. Second, it allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the 
required number of parking spaces for residential uses if the ZBA determines that the diminution in parking 
spaces is not detrimental to the neighborhood and facilitates the provision of one or more amenities (e.g. 
greater open space). Third, it eliminates a provision imposing doubled parking requirements for housing 
occupied by non-related individuals. Fourth, it adds “SC” (single-family, with conversions to two-family) and “T” 
districts (two-family) to an existing provision in the zoning by-law allowing the Zoning Board of Appeals to 
reduce (or, as proposed, eliminate) the parking space requirement when an existing building is preserved and 
converted to allow additional units 

Mr. Zoorob made a presentation.

 Were the parking requirements always this high – background information
 Parking changes near public transit
 Article 23 includes requirements for accessible parking spaces equal to 5% of dwelling units
 Why should parking requirements be reduced (harm affordability, far in excess of car utilization)
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 Conversion of existing structures (allows ZBA flexibility, allows reductions up to 100% if ZBA and 
planning board deem appropriate) AC version restricts reductions to 50%.

 Reductions by special permit  
 Conclusion 

Public hearing:

Naomi sweitzer spoke in support of the article; we do not need 2 parking spaces for every 2 bedroom unit, we 
need more housing of different sizing and price points. Brookline is unaffordable for many. 
Lee Biernbaum does not have a car, owns a parking space that he does not use. He thinks there are many 
unused parking spaces in Brookline, on valuable land. We need to address climate change and build affordable 
units. 
Amanda Zimmerman TMM#7 added it is important to think about the impact of parking above and beyond 
what is needed. Underground parking can cost up to 100k per space and hinders affordability. We need to 
combat climate change and not incentivizing fossil fuels. This does not mean no parking will be built just not 
mandating the minimum parking requirements.
Brian Kane Chair, Transportation Board noted that the Transportation Board voted in favor of the 
compromised article. 
Peter Deffebach poke on rising rents in the Boston area and Brookline on average have rents $1k more than 
greater Boston. Existing zoning does not provide enough incentives to reduce parking. This is a good 
mechanism to accomplish our goals. 
Lisa Cunningham spoke in support as a co-petitioner. This article adds to the town’s ability to create open 
space. Underground parking are built with concrete that is bad for the climate.
Scott Englander, TMM#6 supports the by right reduction as compromised. Special permits drive up housing 
costs. He spoke on the TPOD parking regulations adding the creation of parking increases car ownership adding 
to carbon emissions and air pollutions. 

Michael Zoorob addressed accessibility and transportation issues. There are disabilities that make people 
reliant on vehicles.  A percentage of the total of amount of parking spaces have to be accessible spaces. As 
proposed, they created a separate requirement for accessible parking. 

Warrant Article 24 - Off Street Parking (Planning)

Polly Selkoe, Planning Department noted that the Planning Board is supporting article 23 as compromised.  The 
Planning Board will take up this revised compromise tomorrow night. If article 23 as compromised is approved 
the Planning Board will vote no action on 24. The main difference is the special permit vs the by right 
fundamental; properties in the TPOD district is 1 parking space for one bedroom and above and .5 for a studio.

Public hearing: no speakers.
The Chair closed the hearing.

Warrant Article 25 - EV Ready Parking

Petitioner Scott Englander made a presentation: Building for the Transition to EVs
 Big Picture – shifts away from automobiles and towards EVs
 By 2035 all new light duty sold in MA must be electric - Where will these vehicles be plugged in
 Targets: 100% of MA new vehicles sales EV by 2035
 Article requires:

3.A.
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 Residential parking areas supporting EV charging
 Medium-sized non-residential lots (7-14 spaces) to support charging for 15% of spaces (currently 

requirement begins at 15+ spaces)
 Costs new construction vs. retrofitting
 Conclusion more work to do on the article after some feedback from various boards

Public hearing:

Brian Kane, Chair, Transportation Board indicated that the Transportation Board supports article 25.

The Chair closed the hearing.

Special Town Meeting 2: - Warrant Article 1 – Budget

Deputy Town Administrator Melissa Goff reviewed the budget amendments.

Article 1 of the Warrant for the Second 2021 Fall Town Meeting proposes amendments to the FY2022 budget.  
The article is required to address four outstanding items:

 The final State budget contained lower state aid allocations for Brookline than assumed in the budget 
approved by Town Meeting;

 Increased projections of Local Receipts based on final FY2021 and YTD experience;
 Appropriating annual revenue from the assessment on transportation network companies (TNCs) to 

fund transportation projects;

We also examined Local Receipts at the close of FY21.  Based on this experience further adjustments can be 
made to provide additional support for Town and School Services.  The following adjustments were made to 
local receipts:

The net result is additional revenue of $1,987,658 available for appropriation. Pursuant to the Town/School 
Partnership, this translates to $791,587 available for the Town budget and $1,196,071 available for the School 
budget.  Ms. Goff recommends the town’s portion be appropriated to collective bargaining reserve; this 
account has no funding available now. The schools can allocate their funds where they feel is appropriate.

 Annually they appropriate ride share revenue (Uber, Lyft) to support transportation services. ($99k)
 The Host Community Funds will be allocated in order to satisfy the $500k  goal set by the board for the 

racial equity fund, ($200k)

Next week there will be a vote constructed for the board.

Town Administrator Kleckner added when putting this budget together, we were in the throes of COVID and 
losing revenues, fortunately we have rebounded. He is recommending allocation to collective bargaining.

Public hearing:  no speakers

The Chair closed the hearing.

There being no further business, the Chair ended the meeting at 9:35pm.

ATTEST
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Erin Chute Gallentine 
Commissioner 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Select Board 
 
FROM: Erin Chute Gallentine, Commissioner of Public Works 

Todd M. Kirrane, Transportation Administrator 
 
DATE: October 20, 2021 
 
SUBJECT: Award of Contract # PW/22-08 Brookline Village Traffic Signal Design 
 
Cc: Melvin Kleckner, Town Administrator 
 Robert King, PE, Director of Engineering & Transportation Division 
 
Recommended for award and prepared for your signatures, please find attached Contract # 
PW/22-08 Agreement for Engineering & Supplemental Services in Connection with 
Brookline Village Signal Improvements with Environmental Partners Group, LLC 1900 
Crown Colony Drive Suite 402, Quincy Massachusetts 02169 in the amount of $140,900.  
 
Given that transportation currently accounts for 43% of all greenhouse gas emissions in 
Massachusetts, the largest of any one sector, the only way for the Town to meet both the Select 
Board’s commitment to become carbon neutral by 2050 and Town Meeting’s December 2019 
Healthy & Sustainable Transportation resolution to achieve a mode split of 75% of trips by 
walking, biking, electric micro-mobility, and public transit (among others), is to invest in and 
prioritize projects that improve the safety and access of these ‘alternative’ modes over single 
occupancy vehicle trips with the eventual outcome of making these modes the norm. Part of this 
requires the upgrading of our existing infrastructure to not only comply with the federal and state 
standards around accessibility but also to better meet the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, public 
transit, and micro-mobility users so that these modes become safer for commuting and 
recreational purposes. 
  
The existing traffic signal at these 2 key intersections, in the heart of Brookline Village, are 
currently some of the oldest signals in our system and do not meet the design and operational 
standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). At the request of the Transportation 
Board, individual Town Meeting members, and local merchants the DPW attempted to retrofit 
the existing equipment, however these attempts have proved unsuccessful due to crushed conduit 
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and limitations in the traffic signal controller. Additionally, it is an important part of a 
coordinated system from the intersection of Washington Street @ High Street & Boylston Street  
through the Village for Fire Department response from Station 1. This design contract will 
include the Preliminary Design, Final Design, and Bid Document Preparation for a future CIP or 
potential ARPA funded traffic signal upgrade project. Included in these three phases are a review 
of the existing conditions survey, traffic evaluations, traffic signal system preliminary & final 
design including ADA compliant wheel chair ramps and related drainage, and bid document 
preparation. This work is included as Phase I and Phase II in the attached contract. 
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  1 

Memorandum 

To:    Chief Mark P. Morgan     

CC:     

From:    Lt Paul J. Cullinane 

Date:    10/24/2021 

Re:    Joseph Chapel/Alternate Manager NETA 

Sir, 

 

Mr. Joseph Chapel, has submitted an application to 

be approved as an Alternate Manager/Marijuana Dispensary. Mr. Chapel has been 

employed by New England Treatment Access (NETA) since August 17, 2021. Prior 

to working in the marijuana industry, Mr. Chapel was employed in the banking 

industry since 2010. 

 

 A check of his Criminal History Record reveals no disqualifying information, 

and an in-house check of his name reveals no significant occurrences.  He has also 

submitted several letters of recommendation from a personal friend and a past 

employment colleague. 

 

 Mr. Chapel appears to be a suitable applicant for employment as an Alternate 

Manager at New England Treatment Access (NETA).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CANNABIS LICENSING 
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TOWN OF BROOKINE 

ALTERNATE MANAGER'S APPLICATION 
ALL PROPOSED MANAGERS ARE REQUIRES To cOMPLETEA PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM (ATTACHED) AND 

SUBMITA cOPY PF THE CORPORATION VOTE AUTHORIZING THIS ACTION AND ALTERNATE MAANGER. 

1. LICENSEE INFORMATION: 

Legal Name of Licensee: Business Name (dba):New England Treatment Access, LLC 

Address: 160 Washington Street 

City/Town: Brookline State: MA Zip: 02445 

ABCC License Number |Phone Number of Premises: (  

(if existing licensee) 

2. MANAGER INFORMATION: 

A. Name: NOsEPH CA PE B. Cell Phone  

C. List the number of hours per week you will spend on the licensed premises:0 

3. CITIZENSHIP INFORMATION: 

A. Are you a U.S. Citizen: YesNo B. Date of Naturalization: 
. Court of Naturalization:

(Submit proof of citizenship and/or Naturalization such as Voter's Certificate, Birth Certificate or Naturalization Papers) 

4. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

A. Do you now, or have you ever, held any direct or indirect, beneficial or financial interest 
in a license to sell alcoholic beverages? YeNo 
if yes, please describe: 

B. Have you ever been the Manager of Record of a license to sell alcoholic beverages that 
Have been suspended, revoked or cancelled? YesNo 
If yes, please describe: 

C. have you ever been the Manager of record of a license that was issued by this Commission? 

YesNo 
if yes, please describe: 

D. Please list your employment for the past ten years (Date, Position, Employer, Address, and Telephone: 
A 7,20u- PEsVT: AsrsTa eATRas MnA NET4 
NOV 1O, 2ar0-JuY 3,272r. 5ToRE M F TD E,976 riidl TCET S 2o 

617. 377 74OS 
bwASHMC ToN ST. ERoDk LN£, MA 024YS 

3T471 ue and accurate Ihereby swear under the pains and penalties of perjury that the information I have provided in this application is true and accurate: 

Date 12a/222 Signature 
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aART O 

IN 
noSTON 

JNCORPORATED 
70s 

LICENSE INTERVIEW FORM 
TYPE OF LICENSE APPLYING FOR:AlTernate Manager's License 

NAME JosaP4- CHAPC 
ADDRESS  
EMAIL ADDRESS: 
PHONE H:  

FATHER'S MoTHER'S MAIDEN NAME:  
ARE YOUA CITIZEN? YES NO ALIEN CARD# 

ARE YOUAVETERAN: YES J No 
RESIDENCES FOR LAST FIVE YEARS 

DATE: DEC 2o5- PREshAOCATION:
DATE2T 2-D     

DATE:OIl-c 2I83 

DATE: LOCATION: 

DATE: LOCATION: 
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EDUCATION ONEUER5PY F HFreNcA 

DATE:D2-2o6 LoCATION: NT MLGAfAETA CA 
DATE: LOCATION: 

DATE: LOCATION: 

DATE: LOCATION: 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
NeTA 

DATE:17/21-FPEM LOCATION:RookLNE, M POSITION wvEr 
4 wt aTFnS 

DATE: Iuol20 -7(30/z1LOCATION: QUNCY M POSITION SroRE MNKER 
CSEBNL 

DATE: olLs-ohatocaTION ED. M4 POSITION B2Anci4 M tNcR 

DATE: M41 67-bldlSLOCATION: GrerA, CA POSITION E2NCAY MANACEP 
DATE: LOCATION: POSITION 

SIGNATURE: lol3/2o)_ DATE: 

(PLEASE SUBMIT THREE CHARACTER REFERENCES WITH APPLICATION) 
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6sTON FOU 
IN 

NCORPORATED 
1709 

VOTE OF CORPORATION 
DATE: 

AT A MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

ON: HELD AT: 

IT WAS DULY VOTED THAT THE CORPORATION APPLY TO THE LICENSING BOARD FOR THE 

TOWN OF BROOKLINE FOR A 

(TYPE OF LICENSE) 

TO BE EXERCISED ON THE PREMISES LOCATED AT FOR THE YEAR 

TO vOTED: TO AUTHORIZE 
SIGN 

THE APPLICATION FOR THE LICENSES IN THE NAME OF 

AND TO EXECUITE ON ITS 

BEHALF ANY NECESSARY PAPERS, AND TO DO ALL THINGS REQUIRED RELATIVE TO THE 

GRANTING OF THE LICENSE. 

THIS CORPORATION HAS BEEN RESOLVED. 

A TRUE COPY 

ATTEST: 

CLERK 
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. i.. . * 

TOWN of BROOKLINE 
Massachusetts 

cORI ACKNOWLEDGMENT FORM 

Iam an: (please check one) 

Applicant- Position:Alternate Manager 
Volunteer - Position:- 

Employee Position 
Contractor Company Name 

Department/License: NETA RMD 

Department 
Department 

The Town of Brookline Is registered under the provislons of M.G.L c. 6, 172 to receive cORI for the purpose of screening 

Current and otherwise qualified prospective employees, subcontractors, volunteers, license applicants, curent licenses, and 
applicants for the rental or lease of housing. As the prospectve or current employee, subcontractor, volunteer, licons 
applcant, curent licensee, or applicant for the rental or lease of housing, I understand that a CORI check will be submitted fos 
my personal information to the DCJIS (and in the case of certain license applicants subject to fingerprint-based backgrour 
checks, to the FBI). I hereby acknowledge and provide permission to The Town of Brookline to submit a CORI check for y 
infomation. This authorization is valid for one year from the date of my signature. I may withdraw this authorization at any time 
by providing The Towm of Brookline with written notice of my intent to withdraw consent to a CORI check For employmeni, 
volunteer, and licensing purposes only: The Town of Brookline may conduct subsequent CORI checks within one year of the 
date this Fom was signed by me provided, however, that The Town of Brookline must first provide me with written notice of 
this check 72 hours In advance. By signing below, I.provide my consent to a CORI check and acknowledge that the infomation 
provided on this Aeknqwtedgment Form is true and accurate. 

Lolo3/202/ 
Applicant/EmptoyeervoluteerContractor Signature Today's Date 

ApplicantVolunteer/Employee/Contractor Information (Please Print 

Last Name CHAPEL DosEPHtM First Name: 

Current Address:.  _ 
Fomer Address(es):    

       
    

Height St in. Race: wtET Eye Color: �N 
State Driver's License Number fireiude Slato) Theft Index PIN" 
List any other name(s) or dates of birth that appear in DcJIS's database: 

Mother's Full Maiden Name:  Father's Name:_
The ldenthy Thet Index PIN Number is not required and only for those applicants who have been Issued an ldentity Thet Index PIN Numbe by the DCJIS. Certhed agencies are required to provide all applicants the opportuniy to Include this infommatlon to ensure the Acuracy of the CORI request process. 

*For Offlclal Use Oniy*** 

I certify that the foregoing person was identified in conformlty wlth Town Policy using the following fom of acceptable government-issued identificaton: (List 1D Type) State Drlvers Licens6state Issued ID w/Photo Passport U.S. MIltary I.D. High School ID Card Other (obtain HR aporoval):_ 
Signature of CORI-Ahorized Employee Date: 
Name and Positon of COR-Authorized Employee: 

3.F.
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APPENDIX A - CORI Acknowledgment Form

I am an: (please check one) 

Applicant- Position: Alternate Manager 

Volunteer- Position: 

Employee- Position: 

Department/License: NETA ME and MTC 

Department: 

Department_ 

Contractor Company Name 

The Town of Brookline is registered under the provisions of M.G.L. c. 6, 5172 to receive cORI for the purpose of 

Screening9 current and otherwise qualified prospective employees, subcontractors, volunteers, license 

applicants, current licenses, and applicants for the rental or lease of housing. As the prospective or current 

employee, subcontractor, volunteer, license applicant, current licensee, or applicant for the rental or lease of 
housing,I understand that a CORI check will be submitted for my personal information to the DCJIS (and in the 

case of certain license applicants subject to fingerprint-based background checks, to the FBI). | hereby 
acknowledge and provide permission to The Town of Brookline to submit a CORI check for my information. This 

authorization is valid for one year from the date of my signature. I may withdraw this authorization at any time by 

providing The Town of Brookline with written notice of my intent to withdraw consent to a cORI check. For 

employment, volunteer, and licensing purposes only: The Town of Brookline may conduct subsequent CORI 

checks within one year of the date this Form was signed by me provided, however, that The Town of Brookline 

must first provide me with written notice of this check 72 hours in advance. By signing below, I provide my 

consent to a CORI check and acknowledge that the information provided on this Acknowledgment Form is true 

and accurate, 

Lo3(2z)] 
Today's Date ApplcanEmpBoyeeVolunteeContractor Signature 

Applicant/Volunteer/Employee/Contractor Informatlon (Please Print) 

Last Name: CHAPa 
Current   
Fomer Address(  
Maiden Name or Alias (If  Place of Birth:   

Date of Birth: - 
Sex M Height n Race: kt 
State Driver's License Number (Include State) _ID Theft Index PIN:_ 

List any other name(s) or dates of birth that appoar in DcJIS's database 

First Name:OoSEP MI: 

6  16 e Last 6 digits of Social Security Number: 

Eye Color:  

Mother's Ful Maiden Name:  Father's Name:  
The ldentify Theft Index PIN Number is not required and only for those applicants who have been issued an ldentit ft 
Index PIN Number by the DCJIS. Certified agencles are requlred to provide all applicants the opportunity to include this 
information to ensure the Accuracy of the CORI request process. 

"For Officlal Uso Only*" 
I certify that the foregolng person was Identified in conformlty with Town Pollcy using the following form of 
acceptable government-issued identificatlon: (List ID Type) 

Signature of cORI-Authorized Employee: Date 
Name and Position of CORI-Authorized Employee:, 

6 
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Joshua Dimaano 

 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

I am writing to warmly state the honor and privilege I have had to know Joseph for the last 10 

years. First professionally our paths crossed at work and I got to see the great leader and 

manager Joseph is first hand. Seeing his leadership skills grow over time led me to trust his 

judgement and take to heart his great feedback. He looks for the best strengths in his 

employees and works to help them grow in their careers and in life. He became a great mentor 

of mine helping me grow in my career as well and I attribute a lot of my management style as 

modeled by him. 

 

As Joseph moved on from my company we became friends. Seeing how he is personally now 

as well is an even greater honor, his care for his friends and family is amazing to witness and be 

apart of. 

 

In summary Joseph is a great leader professionally, personally, and cares for and works hard 

for his community. 

 

Should you have any other questions please don’t hesitate to reach out to me. 

 

Kind Regards, 

 

Joshua Dimaano 

Vice President 

Branch Manager 

JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. 
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Joseph Chapel 

Branch Manager 
 

 

 

SKILLS 

Branch Manager with experience in sales, operations, controls and bank 

compliance through ten plus years of experience at several and various 

positions within the branch bank network. Strong problem solving skills with 

attention to detail and accuracy. Able and willing to travel, willing to relocate. 

EXPERIENCE 

Parellel (NETA), Brookline, Ma - Assistant Operations Manager 
November 2020 - Present 

TD Bank, Quincy, Ma - Store Manager lIll 

November 2020 - July 30, 2021 

As a Branch Manager I motivate and lead a team to create a great 

Customer experience and cultivate long lasting relationships. 

Actively coach, develop, motivate and support employees. 

Set clear objectives for the branch and each employee, and monitor 

progress and track results. 

Ensure the branch team comnplies with policies, procedures and 

regulatory requirements. 

JPMorgan Chase, Dedham, Ma-Branch Manager (Market 
Expansion)
October 2018 October 2020o 
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Hired, trained, developed over a hundred new hires during the 
initial months of working in Market Expansion.

Opened first branch in New England (Dedham). 

Ended Q4 with an Custonmer Service score of 92% QTD and 84% 

YTD 

Ended 2019 in PL1 and top 10 new builds in the company. 

Volunteered at community events a minimum of once per month 

JPMorgan Chase, Goleta, Ca Branch Manager 

May 2013 October 2018 

As a Branch Manager I motivate and lead a team to create a great 
customer experience and cultivate long lasting relationships. 

Actively coach, develop, motivate and support employees. 

Set clear objectives for the branch and each employee, and monitor 

progress and track results. 

Improve revenue/ expenses and grow the business while 

exceeding customers' expectations. 

Ensure the branch team complies with policies, procedures and 

regulatory requirements. 

Establish and maintain effective relationships with customers. 

business partners, staff and members of the community. 

JPMorgan Chase, Ojal, Ca-Assistant Branch Manager 
December 2010 - May 2013 

EDUCATION 

University of California Santa Barbara, Goleta, Ca - History 

September 2002 -June 2006 

AWARDSS 

Top Branch Recognition Award (2019) 

Outstanding Performer Branch Manager Recognition Award (2019) 
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Top Branch Recognition Award (2016) Awarded for finishing in 

Pertormance Level 1 (top 10%) for revenue growth, maintaining a Customer 

experience score above that of the national average and having no 

adverse branch review. 

Top Consumer Branch Manager Recognition Award (2014) Awarded for 

finishingin Performance Level 1 (top 10%) for revenue growth, maintaining a 

Customer experience score above that of the national average and having 

no adverse branch review. 
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October 1, 2021 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I give strong recommendation in support of Joseph Chapel. I have known Joseph for 20 years, as a work 

colleague, a roommate, and a friend.  

Throughout the years Joseph has shown himself to be a loyal and dependent friend. I have witnessed 

Joseph’s professional growth from our time together in college into his current career. He has shown 

dedication to employers particularly through his relocation to the East Coast.  

Joseph has remained committed to his family and friends and continues to deepen those relationships 

as his own personal life thrives. Joseph is a person who you can trust to take care of his own 

responsibilities and at the same time lend a hand to those that may be in need.  

Joseph would be a valuable member of the Brookline community. 

Sincerely, 

Brandi Rivera, PHR, MBA 

Publisher, The Santa Barbara Independent, Inc. 
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Joshua Dimaano 

 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

I am writing to warmly state the honor and privilege I have had to know Joseph for the last 10 

years. First professionally our paths crossed at work and I got to see the great leader and 

manager Joseph is first hand. Seeing his leadership skills grow over time led me to trust his 

judgement and take to heart his great feedback. He looks for the best strengths in his 

employees and works to help them grow in their careers and in life. He became a great mentor 

of mine helping me grow in my career as well and I attribute a lot of my management style as 

modeled by him. 

 

As Joseph moved on from my company we became friends. Seeing how he is personally now 

as well is an even greater honor, his care for his friends and family is amazing to witness and be 

apart of. 

 

In summary Joseph is a great leader professionally, personally, and cares for and works hard 

for his community. 

 

Should you have any other questions please don’t hesitate to reach out to me. 

 

Kind Regards, 

 

Joshua Dimaano 
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Board of Directors
Brookline Town Hall
333 Washington Street
Brookline, MA 02445

September 29, 2021

To whom it may concern,

My name is Christo Wilson, and I am pleased to be writing this letter of support for Joseph
Chapel. I have known Joseph for 19 years, he is one of my closest friends, and I have observed his
professional growth from college student, to bank manager, and now to dispensary manager. As I
will discuss, he has always exhibited and executed the highest-levels of professional commitment,
responsibility, and ethics.

While Joseph and I were in college together, he worked at a local big-box electronics store. Despite
juggling school and work, he quickly ascended the ranks at the store, in large part because his
managers recognized his reliability, fastidious attention to detail, and the kindness he exhibited
towards (often confused) customers. After college, Joesph transitioned into a career in banking
and the pattern repeated: he was quickly elevated from a front-line position to a managerial one,
ultimately serving as manager for several branches in Southern California.

In 2018, Joseph moved from California to Massachusetts in order to help his employer at the
time, Chase bank, open their very first branch in New England, in Dedham. Joseph was one
of a handful of branch managers that Chase selected for this task (from a nationwide pool of
applicants). Joseph was so successful that Chase quickly expanded his new role, tasking him
with helping to open new Chase branches all over the East Coast.

In my opinion, Joseph’s historical employment trajectory speaks volumes about his personal and
professional qualities. Banking is one of the most heavily regulated businesses in the world, and
Joseph was able to excel in this environment. He deeply understands what it means to work
directly with customers in a safety-critical setting, while also fulfilling community and state-level
obligations.

In summary, I highly support Joseph’s application, and I am sure he will be an exemplary member
of the Brookline business community. Thank you for your time, and please feel free to contact
me for any additional information by email or telephone.

Sincerely,

Christo Wilson
Associate Professor
Khoury College of Computer Sciences
Northeastern University
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  1 

Memorandum 

To:    Chief Mark P. Morgan     

CC:     

From:    Lt Paul J. Cullinane 

Date:    10/24/2021 

Re:    Javier Lira/Alternate Manager NETA 

Sir, 

 

Mr. Javier Lira, , has submitted an application 

to be approved as an Alternate Manager/Marijuana Dispensary. Mr. Lira has been 

employed by New England Treatment Access (NETA) since August, 2021. Prior to 

working in the marijuana industry, Mr. Chapel was employed in the Salem State 

University Police Officer (2018-2021) and is a veteran of the United States Navy. 

 

 A check of his Criminal History Record reveals no disqualifying information, 

and an in-house check of his name reveals no significant occurrences.  He has also 

submitted several letters of recommendation from personal friends. 

 

 Mr. Chapel appears to be a suitable applicant for employment as an Alternate 

Manager at New England Treatment Access (NETA).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CANNABIS LICENSING 
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  October 24, 2021 

  2 
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Brookline, Massachusetts 

Senior Clerk Typist - Town Clerk 
1 

SENIOR CLERK TYPIST - TOWN CLERK 

 
PRIMARY PURPOSE

ESSENTIAL DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The essential functions or duties listed below are illustrations of the type of work that is 
performed. The omission of specific statements of duties does not exclude them from the 
position if the work is similar, related, or a logical assignment to the position. 

Individual duties include:

General duties include:

SUPERVISION

3.G.
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Brookline, Massachusetts 

Senior Clerk Typist - Town Clerk 
2 

WORK ENVIRONMENT

RECOMMENDED MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS

EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

KNOWLEDGE, ABILITY AND SKILL 

 
 
PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 

This job description does not constitute an employment agreement between 
the employer and employee, and is subject to change by the employer, as the 
needs of the employer and requirements of the job change.

3.G.
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Public Safety Building, 350 Washington Street, Brookline, Massachusetts  02445 

Telephone (617) 730-2249  Facsimile (617) 730-8454 

 

 

BROOKLINE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Brookline, Massachusetts 
 

 

      MARK P. MORGAN 

ACTING CHIEF OF POLICE 

 

 
TO:  Acting Chief Mark P. Morgan 

  Dep. Supt. Richard Allen 

 

FROM:  Lt. Michael P. Murphy #31 

   

DATE:  29 October 2021 

 

RE:  Temporary All Alcoholic Beverage – One Day Permit – 11/06/2021 

  Mel Seibolt (Brookline H.S. Alumni Assoc. 50th Reunion) 

 

Sir, 

 

The Brookline High School Alumni Association, through their representative, Mel Seibolt, has applied 

for a Temporary Section 14 One Day All Alcoholic Beverage License for the Class of 1971- 50th 

Reunion.   It will be held on Saturday, November 6th, 2021 between 6:00 pm and 10:00 pm. at Brookline 

High School, 115 Greenough Street.  An Application for the use of a School Building has been submitted 

and approved.  

 

Melville Seibolt, 13 Snyder Rd., Medfield, MA, (DOB 6-14-1953) will be the responsible manager on 

site for this event and will ensure compliance with all applicable Federal, State and local laws, 

regulations, ordinances, and any conditions on the permit.  A copy of his Crowd Manager Certification 

will be submitted prior to the event.          

 

This 50th Reunion is expecting no more than eighty (80) attendees all of whom are over the age of 21 

years.  All alcoholic beverages at this event will be served by bartender Joan M. Sachetti, 55 Chestnut 

St., Melrose, MA 02176.  Her certification in the safe service of alcohol was submitted with the 

application.  The Brookline High School Alumni Association will also submit a copy of their Certificate 

of Liability specifically listing the Town of Brookline as the named insured party.    

 

As long as the Crowd Manager Certification and Certificate of Liability are submitted prior to the event, 

I see no reason to oppose this license request. Thank you. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lt. Michael P. Murphy #31 
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Town of Brookline
M A S S A C H U S E T T S

MARIJUANA RETAILER EQUITY 
POLICY

(Voted: some future dateAugust 31, 2021)

1. Purpose
The Select Board seeks to further the public interest by encouraging diversity in the 
local cannabis industry. Toward that end, it is seeking approval from the November 
2021 Special Town Meeting to raise the Marijuana Retailer Select Board license cap 
set forth in General By- Law Art. 8.37 to make available two (2) additional Marijuana 
Retailer licenses for Equity Applicants (as defined below), and adopts this Marijuana 
Retailer Equity Policy (“Policy”) in tandem with that effort.

This Policy is intended to provide opportunities for local and diverse applicants for Select 
Board Marijuana Retailer licenses who wish to establish a Marijuana Retail 
Establishment within the Town of Brookline. Further, this Policy establishes the 
procedures for Equity Applicants to apply for a Host Community Agreement with the 
Select Board.

2. Definitions
Marijuana Retailer - As defined or amended by 935 CMR 500, an entity licensed by the 
Massachusetts Cannabis Control Commission to purchase, repackage, white-label, and 
transport Marijuana or Marijuana Product from Marijuana Establishments and to transfer 
or otherwise transfer this product to Marijuana Establishments and to sell to consumers.

Equity Applicant - Individuals or entities that have received one of the following who, as an 
entity or through an individual, in the sole judgement of the Select Board meet and 
continue to meet three or more of the following six criteria, at least one of which shall be a 
majority-equity-ownership criterion:

▪ CCC Economic Empowerment Status
▪ CCC Social Equity Status

1. Majority-equity-ownership criteria:
a. A majority (more than 50%) of the ownership is made up of individuals 

from Black, African American, Hispanic or Latino descent.
b. A majority (more than 50%) of ownership belongs to people who have 

lived for five of the preceding ten years in an Area of Disproportionate 
Impact, as determined by the State Cannabis Control Commission.

c. A majority (more than 50%) of ownership has held one or more previous 
positions where the primary population served were disproportionately 
impacted, or where primary responsibilities included economic education, 
resource provision or empowerment to disproportionately impacted 
individuals or communities, in the sole judgement of the Select Board.

5.A.
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d. A majority (more than 50%) of ownership meets applicant eligibility criteria 
for the State Cannabis Control Commission Social Equity Program.

2. Additional criteria:
a. At least 51% of current employees or subcontractors reside in Areas of 

Disproportionate Impact, as determined by the State Cannabis Control 
Commission and by the first day of business, the ratio will meet or exceed 
75%.

b. At least 51% of employees or subcontractors have drug-related CORI and 
are otherwise legally employable in Cannabis enterprises.

▪c. Other significant articulable demonstration of past experience in or 
business practices that promote economic empowerment in Areas of 
Disproportionate Impact, in the judgement of the Select Board.

3. Host Community Agreements and Brookline Resident Prioritization

With respect to the two additional Marijuana Retailer licenses described above, the Town 
will exclusively accept and consider applications for Host Community Agreements from 
Equity Applicants. Further, Equity Applicants for Host Community Agreements that are 
also Brookline residents will receive priority processing (processed ahead of non-
Brookline residents).

4. Transfers and Changes in Ownership

5.A.
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An Equity Applicant for a Host Community Agreement under this Policy who undergoes 
a transfer or change in ownership to a non-Equity Applicant loses eligibility to proceed 
as an Equity Applicant in the event the transferee/successor company does not qualify 
for a Host Community Agreement under this Policy.

5. Procedure

Following the posting of an available Marijuana Retailer license on the Town’s website, 
applicants are required to complete and submit the Request for Marijuana Retailer 
Host Community Agreement for Equity Applicants with the following required 
supporting documents:`

1. Evidence of CCC Social Equity/Economic Empowerment status or 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts DBE status as a Brookline Equity 
Applicant, as defined above;

2. Evidence of a zoning-compliant location of the proposed Marijuana 
Establishment (see the Town’s Zoning By-Law) and the applicant’s legal 
control of the premises:

a. Lease, or
b. Letter of intent signed by a property owner to enter into a lease 

with the applicant for the location, or
c. Title;

3. Required operating policies and procedures
a. Traffic Management Plan
b. Security Plan
c. Diversion Plan
d. Diversity Plan

4. Evidence of current Brookline residency (to receive priority processing)
a. Lease, or
b. Utility bill, or
c. Bank Statement

5. Complete supporting documents include site plans and plan sets that are 
certified by a design professional such as an architect, engineer or land 
surveyor (and that show compliance regarding required zoning buffer 
zones) and floor plans that indicate square footage.

5. The Select Board will review these documents and may elect not to issue 
licenses if in its judgement the pool of applicants for a given license is not sufficiently 
diverse.
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OFFICE OF THE SELECT BOARD  
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

TO:  Each Member of the Board 
 
FROM: Melissa Goff, Deputy Town Administrator 
 
RE:  Marijuana Retailer Equity Policy edits  
 
DATE:  10/27/21 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Attached please find proposed edits to the Marijuana Retailer Equity Policy as discussed 
at last week’s Select Board meeting.  In addition to the proposed edits the Board should 
review section four (highlighted) to determine if there should be additional edits to 
“Transfers of Ownership” given the feedback received in Cambridge on the inequities for 
exiting the industry.  I have attached a recent news article that provides more context.   
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Town of Brookline 

M A S S A C H U S E T T S 
 
 

MARIJUANA RETAILER EQUITY POLICY 

(Voted: August 31, 2021) 
 

 

1. Purpose 

The Select Board seeks to further the public interest by encouraging diversity in the local 

cannabis industry. Toward that end, it is seeking approval from the November 2021 Special 

Town Meeting to raise the Marijuana Retailer Select Board license cap set forth in General By‐ 

Law Art. 8.37 to make available two (2) additional Marijuana Retailer licenses for Equity 

Applicants (as defined below), and adopts this Marijuana Retailer Equity Policy (“Policy”) in 

tandem with that effort. 

 
This Policy is intended to provide opportunities for local and diverse applicants for Select Board 

Marijuana Retailer licenses who wish to establish a Marijuana Retail Establishment within the 

Town of Brookline. Further, this Policy establishes the procedures for Equity Applicants to apply 

for a Host Community Agreement with the Select Board. 

 
2. Definitions 

Marijuana Retailer ‐ As defined or amended by 935 CMR 500, an entity licensed by the 

Massachusetts Cannabis Control Commission to purchase, repackage, white‐label, and transport 

Marijuana or Marijuana Product from Marijuana Establishments and to transfer or otherwise 

transfer this product to Marijuana Establishments and to sell to consumers. 

 
Equity Applicant ‐ Individuals or entities that have received one of the following: 

 CCC Economic Empowerment Status 

 CCC Social Equity Status 

 
3. Host Community Agreements and Brookline Resident Prioritization 

With respect to the two additional Marijuana Retailer licenses described above, the Town will 
exclusively accept and consider applications for Host Community Agreements from Equity 
Applicants. Further, Equity Applicants for Host Community Agreements that are also Brookline 
residents will receive priority processing (processed ahead of non‐Brookline residents). 

 
4. Transfers and Changes in Ownership 
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An Equity Applicant for a Host Community Agreement under this Policy who undergoes a 
transfer or change in ownership to a non‐Equity Applicant loses eligibility to proceed as an 
Equity Applicant in the event the transferee/successor company does not qualify for a Host 
Community Agreement under this Policy. 

5. Procedure 

Following the posting of an available Marijuana Retailer license on the Town’s website, 
applicants are required to complete and submit the Request for Marijuana Retailer Host 
Community Agreement for Equity Applicants with the following required supporting 
documents:` 

1. Evidence of CCC Social Equity/Economic Empowerment status 

2. Evidence of a zoning‐compliant location of the proposed Marijuana Establishment 

(see the Town’s Zoning By‐Law) and the applicant’s legal control of the premises: 

a. Lease, or 

b. Letter of intent signed by a property owner to enter into a lease with the 

applicant for the location, or 

c. Title; 

3. Required operating policies and procedures 

a. Traffic Management Plan 

b. Security Plan 

c. Diversion Plan 

d. Diversity Plan 

4. Evidence of current Brookline residency (to receive priority processing) 

a. Lease, or 

b. Utility bill, or 

c. Bank Statement 

5. Complete supporting documents include site plans and plan sets that are certified 
by a design professional such as an architect, engineer or land surveyor (and that 
show compliance regarding required zoning buffer zones) and floor plans that 
indicate square footage. 
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CAMBRIDGE CHRONICLE-TAB

Cambridge is banking on $1M in cannabis
tax revenue, so why the delay in opening
up shop?
It’s more complicated than you think.

Amy Saltzman Wicked Local
Published 5:22 a.m. ET Sept. 27, 2021 Updated 9:51 a.m. ET Oct. 6, 2021

Although there are seven in the pipeline, Cambridge has yet to open a recreational cannabis
shop. Meanwhile, Arlington, the once-dry community next door, opened its first shop a year
ago and has brought in $158,000 in tax revenue.

Why it’s taken Cambridge so long is complicated. The pandemic certainly didn’t help. And
unlike other municipalities, Cambridge has for the past two years given priority to Economic
Empowerment applicants to protect the market from the inevitable flood of already-
established, white-dominated medical dispensaries looking to convert.

More: What does Economic Empowerment mean?

According to some Cambridge EE shop owners, the whole process has been a mess as they
run into bureaucratic delays and problems securing funding for real estate, lawyers, staff
and inventory (which can cost anywhere from $250,000 to $500,000). 

“It’s such a complicated, highly regulated industry that you got to know what you’re doing to
play ball,” said Dennis Benzan, former vice mayor of Cambridge, EE applicant and CEO of
Western Front, a cannabis shop with one location in Chelsea. Western Front is slated to open
its second shop by year’s end at the former Central Kitchen spot in Central Square.

In the meantime, Cambridge is missing out on an estimated $1 million in annual tax revenue.
But many, including shop owners, say it is worth the wait for the equity it will create.

Moratorium was set to expire

In 2019, Cambridge established a two-year moratorium on medical dispensaries applying for
recreational conversion. This gave EE applicants a head start, “as a matter of racial justice
and to begin to make up for disproportionate harm caused by the war on drugs," according to
a statement from Councilor Quinton Zondervan, who co-lead the initiative with Mayor
Sumbul Siddiqui. 
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FROM 2019: Cambridge looks to address equity issues in cannabis industry

“What was unique about Cambridge is we almost had five medical dispensaries in the city —
three that were operating and two that were temporarily closed,” said Zondervan. “So if we
allowed that conversion to happen instantly and there were five recreational stores open and
run by medical dispensaries and their investors, where would there be space in the market
for the equity applicants?”

The moratorium was set to expire last week without any recreational shops in the city. So
councilors voted Sept. 13 to extend it one more year, and also opened up applications to
women- and minority-owned businesses, low-income Cambridge residents and Cambridge-
based Social Equity applicants.

New process, new problems

When asked why the delay, Zondervan said it’s hard to diagnose.

“So much of this is new, and we’re still creating it. The city didn’t publish a formal process of
how to get a host community agreement until June of this year,” he said.

The host community agreement is a prerequisite for getting a license from the state, and
spells out how the applicant will obey the laws and give back to the community. Before an
agreement is made, applicants have to secure a location and approval from the Cambridge
Planning Board. 

Zondervan said the city created added protection for the EE shops, so that bigger, richer,
whiter cannabis companies couldn’t swoop in and try to buy them out. These shops have to
check in with the city once a year to renew an additional business permit in order to prove, in
part, that they’re still minority-majority owned.

'Can’t collect wealth with regulatory obstacles'

But this is a “dumbing down” of Latino and African American entrepreneurs —“that we
would put ourselves in a position to be taken advantage of” — and leads to an uneven playing
field, according to Benzan.

“Currently what needs to be looked at is the inherent inequity of the cannabis industry in
Massachusetts, where an EE applicant cannot exit the cannabis industry in the same manner
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that other white companies can,” said Benzan. “They can’t just sell their interests to anybody.
It has to be another minority.”

This is difficult, he said, with an immense wealth gap between whites and people of color.

“In the end, the whole purpose of any of us being involved in this industry is, number one, to
get more people of color working in the industry and to create wealth in communities of
color. But you can’t collect wealth with regulatory obstacles,” he added.

In the meantime, the seven applicants who have host agreements with the city, six of
whom have provisional licenses through the state, have been paying rent with no shop.

“It's arduous, complex, time consuming beyond the pale. If this were treated like any other
business, it would be unconscionable for this to take so long,” said Richard Harding, who co-
owns Green Soul Organics with Taba Moses and two other Cambridge Rindge and Latin
School graduates. The shop is looking to open at 759 Massachusetts Ave. near City Hall.

More: Longtime Cambridge friends set out to transform cannabis industry

“We just got our host community agreement two weeks ago, and we’ve done everything
right,” he added.

This is two years after Cambridge enacted the moratorium and five years after cannabis was
legalized in Massachusetts.

Across Massachusetts, 122 EE applicants were certified and granted priority at the beginning
of the process in April 2018 and just seven have opened, according to the Cannabis Control
Commission. 

“We had our own moratorium in a way,” said Harding. “The effects of the pandemic cannot
be understated. It effectively paralyzed all groups, but it was especially detrimental to
Economic Empowerment groups because they were the most disadvantaged in dealing with
the obstacles and costs through a long arduous cannabis license process.”

Even without the pandemic, Harding said it was a tough process. “That’s the lesson to be
learned.”

But Harding said he’s already encouraged by the recent conversations around
streamlining and clarifying the steps.

“This is an important moment for all of us to come together and create a process that allows
Economic Empowerment applicants a fair shot in the emerging cannabis business,” said
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Harding. “The lessons and pain provide us an opportunity to change the course of cannabis
in Cambridge.”

“It’s not easy and it’ll take time. But the people who come a year after me will have fewer
obstacles in their way than the people who started early,” he added. “The good news is that
everybody out of the EE groups is well on their way.”
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Submitted by: Michael Zoorob, Lisa Cunningham, Scott Englander, Jesse Gray, Ben 

Hellerstein, Jonathan Klein 

 

Lead Petitioner: Michael Zoorob, 45 Longwood Avenue APT 803, 615-354-4794; 

mzoorob@g.harvard.edu 
 

MOTION OFFERED BY THE PETITIONERS UNDER WARRANT ARTICLE 23 

 

To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law to modify residential parking 

requirements by making the following changes (additions appear underlined; deletions appear as 

strike-through): 

 

1) Amending §6.01 2.a. as follows: 

a. In SC, T, F, M, L, or G Districts, when a structure is converted for one or more 

additional dwelling units and the conversion results in an increased parking requirement,  

parking requirements for the entire structure shall be provided in accordance with the 

requirements in §6.02 and §6.05. However, the Board of Appeals by special permit under 

Article IX may reduce or eliminate waive not more than one-half the minimum number 

of parking spaces required under §6.02 and §6.05. 

 

2) Add the following language to §6.02, Off-Street Parking Space Regulations, of the Zoning 

By-Law after paragraph number 1. a, and change all subsequent lettering as appropriate. 

 
b. The Zoning Board of Appeals may reduce or eliminate, by Special Permit under the 

requirements of Section 9.05, the minimum parking requirements of §6.02, Paragraph 1, 

TABLE OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENTS for all residential uses, as 

listed in §4.07 of the Table of Use Regulations numbers 1-8a, except for the handicapped 

accessible parking spaces required under §6.02 2.h, if the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that 

the reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements accomplishes one or more of 

the following:  

 

 Creation of an additional unit or units than would be allowed under the existing 

zoning, except for the lack of available parking under current requirements. 

 Provision of on-site affordable housing units in excess of those required by Section 

4.08 of the Zoning By-Law.  Where a project includes both market-rate and 

affordable units, the parking ratio shall be the same for all units. 

 Construction or renovation of the proposed building or use to be fossil-fuel-free when 

not otherwise required. 

 Preservation of a building with historic or architectural significance as determined by 

the Preservation Commission.  Reductions may be denied to any project that involves 

demolition of an existing structure, whether or not determined to be of historic or 

architectural significance. 

 Preservation of a landmark tree or significant landscaping element as determined by 

the Town Tree Warden. 
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 Provision of significantly more usable and/or landscaped open space than required by 

the Zoning By-Law 

 Providing support to community services or facilities as accepted and approved by the 

Director of Public Works or Building Commissioner 

 

Or other material counterbalancing amenities as determined appropriate by the Planning 

Board and Zoning Board of Appeals. Compliance with the Regulations of the Architectural 

Access Board must be maintained. 

 

3) Removing §6.02 2.e. as follows and re-lettering all the remaining subparagraphs: 

2.e. For a dwelling unit which is occupied by three or more unrelated persons (including 

lodgers), the parking requirement for the dwelling unit shall be twice that indicated in the 

Table of Off-Street Parking Space Requirements in 6.02. 

 

4) Amending §6.02 2.i. (re-lettered h. per above) as follows: 

 

ih. Residential uses on any lot for which any portion of the lot is within the Transit 

Parking Overlay District, notwithstanding the requirements of §3.02 paragraph 4, must 

provide no fewer off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit than 1 for studio units, 1.4 

for one-bedroom units, 2 for two-bedroom units, and 2 for dwelling units of three or more 

bedrooms, but any new construction, redevelopment, or conversion that is otherwise 

subject to this subsection and that results in an increase in the number of housing units 

need not provide more than 0.5 parking spaces per studio unit or 1 parking space for any 

dwelling unit of 1 or more bedrooms; however, any development in the Transit Parking 

Overlay District containing at least 15 dwelling units shall provide handicap accessible 

parking spaces (as described in §6.04g) equal to at least 5% the number of residential 

units. 

 

or act on anything relative thereto. 
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EXPLANATION 

 

This Warrant Article makes several modifications to the zoning by-law relative to parking space 

quotas for residential uses. First, it lowers the minimum number of required parking spaces for 

housing in the Transit Parking Overlay District to 1 space for larger dwellings and to 0.5 spaces 

per studio apartment (TPOD; see Figure 1 at the top of the next page). This reduces the required 

number of parking spaces for housing near public transit to levels comparable to the 1960s.1 

Second, it allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the required number of parking spaces 

for residential uses if the ZBA determines that the diminution in parking spaces is not 

detrimental to the neighborhood and facilitates the provision of one or more amenities (e.g. 

greater open space). Third, it eliminates a provision imposing doubled parking requirements for 

housing occupied by non-related individuals. Fourth, it adds “SC” (single-family, with 

conversions to two-family) and “T” districts (two-family) to an existing provision in the zoning 

by-law allowing the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce (or, as proposed, eliminate) the parking 

space requirement when an existing building is preserved and converted to allow additional 

units.2  

 

This Article is intended to align Brookline’s parking policies with our stated values around land 

use, transportation, and climate as affirmed by three resolutions adopted by Town Meeting: 

 

1. 2019 STM Warrant Article 31: Town Meeting resolved to "Align our planning and 

zoning regulations with our historical streetcar-, biking-, and walking-centric (less 

automobile-dependent) development pattern." 

2. 2020 STM Warrant Article 34: Town Meeting resolved "To Support Brookline’s Zero 

Emissions goal by developing zoning strategies that maximize Brookline’s public 

transportation usage and minimize the need for car trips." 

3. 2021 ATM Warrant Article 37: Town Meeting declared a "Climate Emergency" calling 

for "an emergency response at emergency speed" to combat climate change. 

 

At the 2016 STM, Town Meeting created the Transportation Parking Overlay District (TPOD) 

comprising parcels within half a mile of a Green Line stop. Residential units in the TPOD were 

given somewhat reduced parking requirements: 1 space per studio, 1.4 spaces per 1-bedroom 

apartment, and 2 spaces for units with two or more bedrooms (this compares with 2 to 2.3 

parking spaces per housing unit elsewhere). At the 2019 STM, Town Meeting removed all 

required car parking and established parking maximums within the TPOD for most business 

types.  

                                                
1 Bolon, Craig. Vehicle Parking in Brookline, pages 6-7. “In 1962, the residential parking requirement was changed 

to 0.8 to 1.0 spaces per dwelling unit in apartment districts (less in the higher density zones).” 

www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2348/2000-Vehicle-Parking-in-Brookline-by-Craig-Bolon?bidId= 
2 Provisions 3 and 4 are largely copied from the 2010 STM’s WA 10 petitioned by Linda Olson Pehlke (TMM-P2). 
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FIGURE 1: THE TRANSIT PARKING OVERLAY DISTRICT (SHADED GRAY) 

 

 
 

The TPOD has several high frequency bus routes, numerous bike lanes, and significant walking 

access to amenities such as grocery stores, restaurants, religious institutions, universities, and 

jobs. According to the American Community Survey 2013-2018 estimate, about 25% of 

residents in the TPOD do not own a car and 70% of residents in the TPOD live in households 

with 1 or fewer cars.3 About 66% of TPOD residents who work do not commute by car, 

compared to just 15% nationwide. Yet our current residential parking minimums in the TPOD 

exceed those in the city of Houston.4 

 

                                                
3 These numbers come from the 10 Census Tracts (Norfolk County 4001-4010) falling entirely or primarily within 

the TPOD. Brookline comprises these 10 Census Tracts in the TPOD and two others (4011 and 4012) in South 

Brookline, outside of the TPOD, where vehicle ownership and car commuting are more prevalent. 
4 Houston requires 1.66 parking spaces per two-bedroom apartment and has no residential parking minimums in 

three central neighborhoods. Scherer, Jasper. “Houston may ease parking requirements in parts of EaDo, Midtown.” 

Houston Chronicle 
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Our current approach to parking neither reflects our Town’s history nor a sustainable future. For 

most of this Town’s history—from its incorporation as a separate municipality in 1705 until 

1941—there was no requirement that housing provide off-street automobile parking.5 If 

Brookline started over with today’s parking minimums—the product of increases in 1962, 1977, 

1987, and 2000—we would not get our vibrant, walkable neighborhoods like Coolidge Corner 

and Washington Square because so-many defining residential and mixed-use buildings could no 

longer be built: they do not have any or enough parking.6 Our neighborhoods enjoy long, 

uninterrupted sidewalks, greenspace, and walkable mixed-use commercial districts precisely 

because they lack the asphalt and driveways required by current zoning. We have the Brookline 

we love because planning and design substantially predated the dominance of the automobile.  

 

Zoning shapes the future of our Town by molding the construction that will be part of Brookline 

for the next 100 years. Our Town has committed again and again to climate change mitigation 

and sustainable living. In November 2019, Town Meeting passed Warrant Article 21 prohibiting 

the installation of new fossil fuel infrastructure for heating, yet our current parking minimums 

require carbon-intensive infrastructure even in our most transit-rich, walkable, and bikeable 

neighborhoods (the average car in the US emits 4.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year, 

according to the Environmental Protection Association).7 In the 2019 STM, Town Meeting also 

passed Article 31, which enshrined our commitment to transportation of people, rather than 

automobiles, urging that, by 2050, only 25 percent of trips in Brookline would be made by 

single-occupant or single-passenger cars or trucks. Requiring a parking space for every studio 

apartment and two parking spaces for every two-bedroom residence in our transit-rich, walkable, 

and bikeable neighborhoods is not consistent with this goal. Scholarly research suggests that 

“when cities require parking with residential development, they increase vehicle ownership and 

use,” and these effects are more pronounced for housing near public transit.8 There is evidence 

that the availability of parking directly impacts car ownership and driving; in San Francisco, 

residents randomly assigned by a housing lottery to a building with off-street parking were twice 

as likely to own a vehicle as residents assigned to a building without off-street parking.9 

 

Eliminating residential parking minimums in the TPOD entirely is not a radical proposition –  

reducing them in half is only a very modest step. Professional groups, including the American 

Planning Association and Greater Boston’s Metropolitan Area Planning Council, have advocated 

for eliminating off-street residential parking minimums, as did the Obama Administration’s 

                                                
5 Bolton, Craig. “Vehicle Parking in Brookline.”  
6 Writing before the most recent increase in parking space quotas, Bolton (2000) noted that “Few buildings from 

before 1987 have the amounts of parking now considered necessary.” 
7 https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/greenhouse-gas-emissions-typical-passenger-vehicle 
8 Manville, Michael. 2017. “Bundled parking and vehicle ownership: Evidence from the American Housing 

Survey.” The Journal of Transport and Land Use, 10(1), 27-55. 
9 Millard-Ball, A., West, J., Rezaei, N. and Desai, G., 2021. What do residential lotteries show us about 

transportation choices? Urban Studies, p.0042098021995139. 
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Housing Development Toolkit.10 This policy does not eliminate existing parking spaces, nor does 

it ban the construction of new parking spaces; it only reduces the rigid requirements that new 

housing development include very high quantities of private car parking, and only does so in 

areas of Brookline with particularly good options for travel via means other than private cars, 

and where many existing housing developments predate and do not conform with current car 

parking requirements. The primary impact of this policy is that new housing has less parking. In 

2012, Seattle eliminated required parking in some neighborhoods near transit; housing built over 

the next 5 years in the impacted neighborhoods included about 40% fewer parking spaces than 

the city had previously required, saving about $537 million in construction costs.11 

 

Municipalities around the country have eliminated their parking minimums, both near public 

transit and citywide. Sacramento, San Diego, Atlanta, and Somerville have all eliminated parking 

minimums near public transit; the latter two having also imposed parking maximums within 0.5 

miles of public transit. The city of Houston, which has no residential parking minimums in three 

of its more walkable neighborhoods, calls this policy “market-based parking.”12 Other 

municipalities—including Berkeley, Buffalo, Hartford, Minneapolis, St. Paul, and San 

Francisco—have no parking minimums anywhere at all (many smaller towns, like South 

Burlington, Vermont, also do not have parking space quotas for housing). While Brookline has 

been a leader on many issues related to climate change, on this one we are very much playing 

catch-up. This Warrant Article does not take the stronger stances of cities like San Francisco or 

Buffalo, which have no parking minimums anywhere. It does not take the medium stance of 

places like Somerville, which have eliminated parking requirements near transit. Instead, it takes 

the very small step of cutting the parking requirements for new housing within 0.5 miles of 

public transit to their 1960s levels and allowing the ZBA discretion to reduce parking further.  

 

Our current parking minimums fail to reflect the diversity of parking needs within the TPOD, 

imposing a “one-size fits all” on parking. In the TPOD, about 66% of Brookline residents who 

work commute without a car (via mass-transit, walking, cycling, etc.) and 25% of households do 

not have a car, according to the American Community Survey 2013-2018 estimates. In two north 

Brookline Census Tracts (4001 and 4002), 37% and 35% of households, respectively, do not 

own a car; and among renters, these numbers are even higher: 58.2% and 66.1%. But even in 

these areas, and even for rental housing, our zoning requires all housing to be equipped with car 

parking infrastructure. Empowered by state law to obtain exceptions to local zoning regulations, 

                                                
10Spivak Jeffrey. 2018. “People Over Parking.” American Planning Association. 

https://www.planning.org/planning/2018/oct/peopleoverparking MAPC. 2019. “Metro Boston Perfect Fit Parking 

Initiative.” https://perfectfitparking.mapc.org/assets/documents/Final%20Perfect%20Fit%20Report.pdf “Housing 

Development Toolkit.” September 2016. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf 
11 Gabbe, CJ, Gregory Pierce, and Gordon Clowers. 2020. “Parking policy: The effects of residential minimum 

parking requirements in Seattle.” Land Use Policy, 91. 
12 Scherer, Jasper. “Houston lifts minimum parking requirements in EaDo, Midtown.” Houston Chronicle 

6.A.

Page: 153

https://www.planning.org/planning/2018/oct/peopleoverparking


 

many 40B developers build much less than the required parking in the TPOD. At 45 Marion St, a 

Coolidge Corner development completed in 2014, 64 residential units were built with just 21 

parking spaces. At 217 Kent St, a planned 40B includes 112 residential units and just 39 parking 

spaces. Our zoning near public transit creates more asphalt, traffic congestion, and fossil fuel 

infrastructure than the market demands. As Harvard economics professor Edward Glaeser writes, 

“Reducing (or eliminating) minimum parking requirements is one of those unusual cases where 

the ardent environmentalist and the libertarian economist see eye-to-eye.”13 

 

Despite our high parking minimums, the number of cars registered in Brookline has declined in 

recent years, according to the tax receipts from the Town Assessor’s Office. In FY2014, there 

were 36,381 vehicles registered in Brookline; by FY2020, despite several new housing 

developments, the number of vehicles had declined to 32,926.14 The data do not bear out 

concerns of a residential parking crisis. Survey data from the American Community Survey 

further demonstrate declining automobile needs in the TPOD. In each of the 10 Census Tracts 

comprising the TPOD, the share of workers commuting by car, van, or truck declined between 

the 2010 5-year survey and the 2018 survey, as shown in Figure 2. 

 

FIGURE 2: DECLINING VEHICLE USAGE IN TPOD CENSUS TRACTS 

 
Data Source: American Community Survey 5-year estimates 

 

                                                
13 Glaeser, Edward. 2013. “Don't require more spaces; price curbside ones properly.” Boston Globe 
14 Brookline Assessor’s Office. “MVE Bill Count.” stories.opengov.com/brooklinema/published/Z-j8f17VD 
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In addition to the negative impacts of parking quotas on the environment, requiring parking also 

makes housing less affordable. A January 2020 report to Brookline’s Housing Advisory Board 

from Pam McKinney, a consultant contracted by the Town to examine housing production costs, 

states that building one above-ground garage parking space costs $35,000, while one 

underground parking space costs $100,000. Consequently, current requirements—1.4 parking 

spaces for 1-bedroom apartments and 2 parking spaces for 2-bedroom apartments in the TPOD—

substantially inflate the price of housing. According to the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 

one parking space increases the cost of housing by 12.5% and two parking spaces increases the 

cost of housing by about 25%.15 In Minneapolis and Miami, reductions in parking minimums 

have spurred the growth of relatively affordable apartment buildings with limited parking, 

according to media reports in both cities.16 Given the increasing unaffordability of housing in 

Brookline, it makes little sense for our zoning to preclude the construction of less expensive 

housing options. 

 

Ultimately, this Warrant Article is about creating some additional flexibility to build housing 

responsive to people with different automobile needs. It neither removes existing parking nor 

prohibits new parking from being built. In the TPOD, many residents do not own a car, and a 

growing majority of residents do not commute to work by car. Requiring all new construction to 

include very high and arbitrary amounts of parking neither reflects our Town’s history as a 

streetcar suburb nor its future as an environmentally sustainable community. 

TABLE 1: SAMPLING OF CITIES WITH NO PARKING MINIMUMS 

City Parking Policy Maximums Date 

Buffalo, NY No minimums citywide  1/13/2017 

Hartford, CT No minimums citywide  12/13/2017 

South Burlington, VT No minimums citywide  10/15/2019 

Minneapolis, MN No minimums citywide  12/12/2018 

San Francisco, CA No minimums citywide  12/17/2018 

Sacramento, CA No minimums citywide  01/20/2021 

Berkeley, CA No minimums citywide  01/29/2021 

Minneapolis, MN No minimums citywide  05/14/2021 

St Paul, MN No minimums citywide  08/19/2021 

Houston, TX No minimums certain neighborhoods  07/19/2019 

San Diego, CA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles)  03/6/2019 

Atlanta, GA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles) Yes 11/2/2019 

Somerville, MA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles) Yes 12/16/2019 

 

                                                
15 Littman, Todd. 2019. “Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability.” Victoria Transport Policy 

Institute. 
16 Schmitt, Angie. “How Parking Mandates Tilt the Market Toward ‘Luxury’ Housing.” 

https://usa.streetsblog.org/2018/02/01/how-parking-mandates-tilt-the-market-toward-luxury-housing/ San Juan, 

Rebecca. 2020. “Small-scale urban developments starting to sprout. Thank a change in the parking code.” Miami 

Herald. https://www.miamiherald.com/news/business/real-estate-news/article238937913.html 
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Explanation for Quantum of Vote Required 

 

Chapter 358 of the Acts of 2020 amended Chapter 40A Section 6 to allow certain housing-

supportive zoning amendments to be adopted “by a vote of a simple majority of Town Meeting” 

rather than the 2/3 vote required of other zoning amendments. The Attorney General has 

characterized this “Housing Choice” legislation as being intended to make it easier for 

municipalities to approve “housing-supportive” zoning amendments (see the September 1, 2021 

decision approving amendments to the frontage and lot-size requirements in certain parcels in 

Hull passed with a simple majority of Town Meeting).  

 

WA23 as amended qualifies for a simple majority vote as each of the four amendments 

contained therein qualifies for a simple majority vote as explained below.  

 

Items 1 and 2:  Allowing residential parking space requirement reductions by special 

permit 

 

Items 1 and 2 of WA23 as amended reduce the residential parking requirements by special 

permit. Item 1 allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the residential parking requirement 

for a particular project by up to 100% by special permit when a building is converted to create 

additional housing units. Item 2 allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the residential 

parking requirement by up to 100% for a particular project if doing so facilitates certain 

objectives listed in the Warrant Article. 

 

Passage of each of these amendments by majority vote, instead of 2/3 vote, is authorized by 

Section 5(2)(d), which permits “an amendment to a zoning ordinance or by-law to allow by 

special permit… a diminution in the amount of parking required for residential or mixed-use 

development pursuant to section 9" to pass with a simple majority. Each of these amendments 

qualify as they allow a diminution in the amount of parking required for certain residential or 

mixed-use developments by special permit. 

 

Items 3 and 4: Reducing the residential parking space requirement 

 

Items 3 and 4 of WA23 reduce the residential parking requirements by-right for certain parcels. 

Item 3 eliminates a 100% increased parking requirement for housing occupied by 3 or more 

unrelated persons. Item 4 reduces the residential parking requirement for dwellings which fall 

within the Transit Parking Overlay District (from 1 space to 0.5 spaces per studio, from 1.4 

spaces to 1 space per 1-bedroom, and from 2 spaces to 1 space for 2 or more-bedroom dwelling 

units). 

 

6.A.

Page: 156



 

Passage of each of these amendments by majority vote, instead of 2/3 vote, is authorized by 

Section 5(3)(b), which allows zoning amendments that “modify regulations concerning … 

parking … requirements to allow for additional housing units beyond what would otherwise be 

permitted under the existing zoning ordinance or by-law” to be adopted by a simple majority 

vote of town meeting.  

 

Each of these amendments clearly modifies a regulation concerning parking requirements. The 

remaining criterion that needs to be satisfied for a simple majority vote is that the modification 

“allow[s] for additional housing units beyond what would otherwise be permitted under the 

existing zoning…” This criterion is satisfied as a substantial nexus exists between zoning 

amendments which reduce residential parking minimums and allowing for additional housing 

units. Brookline’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan directly links off-street parking requirements to 

“developments with fewer, larger” housing units and to making “the addition of housing… all 

but impossible” above existing retail, citing the additional constraints imposed by the residential 

parking requirement on housing development by using up scarce developable land and increasing 

the cost of building housing units (page 59). Similarly, Brookline’s 2016 Housing Production 

Plan noted that “not surprisingly” residential parking requirements are “a barrier” to producing 

new housing units (page 50). On page 86, the Housing Production Plan found that “Brookline 

needs to update its zoning by-laws to respond to the housing needs and demands of today by 

reducing parking restrictions… In Brookline, off-street parking regulations create a significant 

barrier to [housing] development.” Hence, recent planning studies have found that reducing the 

residential parking requirement will allow for the creation of additional housing units. 

 

In a September 1, 2021 decision, the Attorney General deemed Article 16, a zoning change in the 

Town of Hull that modified regulations to lot size and frontage requirements in a single family 

district, eligible for a simple majority vote.17 Citing Section 5(3)(b), the AGO determined that 

“The amendments adopted under Article 16 so qualify [for a simple majority threshold] because 

they reduce the minimum lot size and frontage requirements for the parcels that were re-zoned.” 

Similarly, Warrant Article 23 proposes to reduce the parking requirement for parcels within a 

designated zone. Because the required parking spaces per housing unit limit the number of 

housing units that can be build within a given allowable lot size and floor area, reducing the 

required parking spaces per housing unit is a housing-supportive amendment eligible to be 

adopted by a simple majority vote. 

 

Though we do not believe it is legally necessary for the simple majority vote, we have restricted 

the scope of the reduced parking requirement in Item 4 (parking requirements in the 

Transportation Parking Overlay District) to those developments which result in an crease in the 

                                                
17 The amendment modified both lot size and street frontage requirements (from 75 to 60 feet) in a designated area. 

That the combined amendment qualified for a simple majority threshold implies that the lot size and frontage 

requirement separately qualified for a simple majority threshold. 
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number of housing units. We did this at the instruction of the Town Moderator and Town 

Counsel, who opined that reducing the residential parking requirement lacked a sufficient nexus 

to the creation of additional housing units. We hope that, given the opportunity, the Attorney 

General will determine whether this language is necessary in order an amendment that reduces 

the residential parking requirement to qualify for a simple majority voting threshold. If it is 

deemed not necessary, we hope to bring forward a technical fix removing this language to the 

next Town Meeting. 
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Submitted by: Michael Zoorob, Lisa Cunningham, Scott Englander, Jesse Gray, Ben 
Hellerstein, Jonathan Klein

Lead Petitioner: Michael Zoorob, 45 Longwood Avenue APT 803, 615-354-4794; 
mzoorob@g.harvard.edu

WA 23 AS AMENDED BY PETITIONERS

To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law to modify residential parking
requirements by making the following changes (additions appear underlined; deletions appear as 
strike-through):

1) Amending §6.01 2.a. as follows:

a. In SC, T, F, M, L, or G Districts, when a structure is converted for one or more
additional dwelling units and the conversion results in an increased parking requirement, 
parking requirements for the entire structure shall be provided in accordance with the 
requirements in §6.02 and §6.05. However, the Board of Appeals by special permit under 
Article IX may reduce or eliminate waive not more than one-half the minimum number 
of parking spaces required under §6.02 and §6.05.

2) Add the following language to §6.02, Off-Street Parking Space Regulations, of the Zoning 
By-Law after paragraph number 1. a, and change all subsequent lettering as appropriate.

b. The Zoning Board of Appeals may reduce or eliminate, by Special Permit under the 
requirements of Section 9.05, the minimum parking requirements of §6.02, Paragraph 1, 
TABLE OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENTS for all residential uses, as 
listed in §4.07 of the Table of Use Regulations numbers 1-8a, except for the handicapped 
accessible parking spaces required under §6.02 2.h, if the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that 
the reduction or elimination of minimum parking requirements helps to facilitate one or more 
of the following: 

 Creation of an additional unit or units that would be allowed under the existing 
zoning, except for the lack of available parking under current requirements.

 Provision of on-site affordable housing units in excess of those required by Section 
4.08 of the Zoning By-Law.  Where a project includes both market-rate and 
affordable units, the parking ratio shall be the same for all units.

 Construction or renovation of the proposed building or use to be fossil-fuel-free.
 Preservation of a building with historic or architectural significance as determined by 

the Preservation Commission.  Reductions may be denied to any project that involves 
demolition of an existing structure, whether or not determined to be of historic or 
architectural significance.

 Preservation of a landmark tree or significant landscaping element as determined by 
the Town Tree Warden.

 Provision of significantly more usable and/or landscaped open space than required by 
the Zoning By-Law
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 Providing support to community services or facilities as accepted and approved by the 
Director of Public Works or Building Commissioner

Or other counterbalancing amenities as determined appropriate by the Planning Board and 
Zoning Board of Appeals. Compliance with the Regulations of the Architectural Access 
Board must be maintained.

3) Removing §6.02 2.e. as follows and re-lettering all the remaining subparagraphs:

2.e. For a dwelling unit which is occupied by three or more unrelated persons (including
lodgers), the parking requirement for the dwelling unit shall be twice that indicated in the
Table of Off-Street Parking Space Requirements in 6.02.

4) Amending §6.02 2.i. (re-lettered h. per above) as follows:

ih. Residential uses on any lot for which any portion of the lot is within the Transit 
Parking Overlay District, notwithstanding the requirements of §3.02 paragraph 4, must 
provide no fewer off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit than 1 0.5 for studio units, 
1.4 1 for one-bedroom units, 2 1 for two-bedroom units, and  2 1 for dwelling units of 
three or more bedrooms. Any development in the Transit Parking Overlay District 
containing at least 15 dwelling units shall provide handicap accessible parking spaces (as 
described in §6.04g) equal to at least 5% the number of residential units.

or act on anything relative thereto.
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EXPLANATION

This Warrant Article makes several modifications to the zoning by-law relative to parking space 
quotas for residential uses. First, it lowers the minimum number of required parking spaces for 
housing in the Transit Parking Overlay District to 1 space for larger dwellings and to 0.5 spaces 
per studio apartment (TPOD; see Figure 1 at the top of the next page). This reduces the required 
number of parking spaces for housing near public transit to levels comparable to the 1960s.1 
Second, it allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the required number of parking spaces 
for residential uses if the ZBA determines that the diminution in parking spaces is not 
detrimental to the neighborhood and facilitates the provision of one or more amenities (e.g. 
greater open space). Third, it eliminates a provision imposing doubled parking requirements for 
housing occupied by non-related individuals. Fourth, it adds “SC” (single-family, with 
conversions to two-family) and “T” districts (two-family) to an existing provision in the zoning 
by-law allowing the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce (or, as proposed, eliminate) the parking 
space requirement when an existing building is preserved and converted to allow additional 
units.2 

This Article is intended to align Brookline’s parking policies with our stated values around land 
use, transportation, and climate as affirmed by three resolutions adopted by Town Meeting:

1. 2019 STM Warrant Article 31: Town Meeting resolved to "Align our planning and 
zoning regulations with our historical streetcar-, biking-, and walking-centric (less 
automobile-dependent) development pattern."

2. 2020 STM Warrant Article 34: Town Meeting resolved "To Support Brookline’s Zero 
Emissions goal by developing zoning strategies that maximize Brookline’s public 
transportation usage and minimize the need for car trips."

3. 2021 ATM Warrant Article 37: Town Meeting declared a "Climate Emergency" calling 
for "an emergency response at emergency speed" to combat climate change.

At the 2016 STM, Town Meeting created the Transportation Parking Overlay District (TPOD) 
comprising parcels within half a mile of a Green Line stop. Residential units in the TPOD were 
given somewhat reduced parking requirements: 1 space per studio, 1.4 spaces per 1-bedroom 
apartment, and 2 spaces for units with two or more bedrooms (this compares with 2 to 2.3 
parking spaces per housing unit elsewhere). At the 2019 STM, Town Meeting removed all 
required car parking and established parking maximums within the TPOD for most business 
types. 

1 Bolon, Craig. Vehicle Parking in Brookline, pages 6-7. “In 1962, the residential parking requirement was changed 
to 0.8 to 1.0 spaces per dwelling unit in apartment districts (less in the higher density zones).” 
www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2348/2000-Vehicle-Parking-in-Brookline-by-Craig-Bolon?bidId=
2 Provisions 3 and 4 are largely copied from the 2010 STM’s WA 10 petitioned by Linda Olson Pehlke (TMM-P2).
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FIGURE 1: THE TRANSIT PARKING OVERLAY DISTRICT (SHADED GRAY)

The TPOD has several high frequency bus routes, numerous bike lanes, and significant walking 
access to amenities such as grocery stores, restaurants, religious institutions, universities, and 
jobs. According to the American Community Survey 2013-2018 estimate, about 25% of 
residents in the TPOD do not own a car and 70% of residents in the TPOD live in households 
with 1 or fewer cars.3 About 66% of TPOD residents who work do not commute by car, 
compared to just 15% nationwide. Yet our current residential parking minimums in the TPOD 
exceed those in the city of Houston.4

Our current approach to parking neither reflects our Town’s history nor a sustainable future. For 
most of this Town’s history—from its incorporation as a separate municipality in 1705 until 

3 These numbers come from the 10 Census Tracts (Norfolk County 4001-4010) falling entirely or primarily within 
the TPOD. Brookline comprises these 10 Census Tracts in the TPOD and two others (4011 and 4012) in South 
Brookline, outside of the TPOD, where vehicle ownership and car commuting are more prevalent.
4 Houston requires 1.66 parking spaces per two-bedroom apartment and has no residential parking minimums in 
three central neighborhoods. Scherer, Jasper. “Houston may ease parking requirements in parts of EaDo, Midtown.” 
Houston Chronicle
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1941—there was no requirement that housing provide off-street automobile parking.5 If 
Brookline started over with today’s parking minimums—the product of increases in 1962, 1977, 
1987, and 2000—we would not get our vibrant, walkable neighborhoods like Coolidge Corner 
and Washington Square because so-many defining residential and mixed-use buildings could no 
longer be built: they do not have any or enough parking.6 Our neighborhoods enjoy long, 
uninterrupted sidewalks, greenspace, and walkable mixed-use commercial districts precisely 
because they lack the asphalt and driveways required by current zoning. We have the Brookline 
we love because planning and design substantially predated the dominance of the automobile. 

Zoning shapes the future of our Town by molding the construction that will be part of Brookline 
for the next 100 years. Our Town has committed again and again to climate change mitigation 
and sustainable living. In November 2019, Town Meeting passed Warrant Article 21 prohibiting 
the installation of new fossil fuel infrastructure for heating, yet our current parking minimums 
require carbon-intensive infrastructure even in our most transit-rich, walkable, and bikeable 
neighborhoods (the average car in the US emits 4.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year, 
according to the Environmental Protection Association).7 In the 2019 STM, Town Meeting also 
passed Article 31, which enshrined our commitment to transportation of people, rather than 
automobiles, urging that, by 2050, only 25 percent of trips in Brookline would be made by 
single-occupant or single-passenger cars or trucks. Requiring a parking space for every studio 
apartment and two parking spaces for every two-bedroom residence in our transit-rich, walkable, 
and bikeable neighborhoods is not consistent with this goal. Scholarly research suggests that 
“when cities require parking with residential development, they increase vehicle ownership and 
use,” and these effects are more pronounced for housing near public transit.8 There is evidence 
that the availability of parking directly impacts car ownership and driving; in San Francisco, 
residents randomly assigned by a housing lottery to a building with off-street parking were twice 
as likely to own a vehicle as residents assigned to a building without off-street parking.9

Eliminating residential parking minimums in the TPOD entirely is not a radical proposition –  
reducing them in half is only a very modest step. Professional groups, including the American 
Planning Association and Greater Boston’s Metropolitan Area Planning Council, have advocated 
for eliminating off-street residential parking minimums, as did the Obama Administration’s 
Housing Development Toolkit.10 This policy does not eliminate existing parking spaces, nor does 

5 Bolton, Craig. “Vehicle Parking in Brookline.” 
6 Writing before the most recent increase in parking space quotas, Bolton (2000) noted that “Few buildings from 
before 1987 have the amounts of parking now considered necessary.”
7 https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/greenhouse-gas-emissions-typical-passenger-vehicle
8 Manville, Michael. 2017. “Bundled parking and vehicle ownership: Evidence from the American Housing 
Survey.” The Journal of Transport and Land Use, 10(1), 27-55.
9 Millard-Ball, A., West, J., Rezaei, N. and Desai, G., 2021. What do residential lotteries show us about 
transportation choices? Urban Studies, p.0042098021995139.
10Spivak Jeffrey. 2018. “People Over Parking.” American Planning Association. 
https://www.planning.org/planning/2018/oct/peopleoverparking MAPC. 2019. “Metro Boston Perfect Fit Parking 
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it ban the construction of new parking spaces; it only reduces the rigid requirements that new 
housing development include very high quantities of private car parking, and only does so in 
areas of Brookline with particularly good options for travel via means other than private cars, 
and where many existing housing developments predate and do not conform with current car 
parking requirements. The primary impact of this policy is that new housing has less parking. In 
2012, Seattle eliminated required parking in some neighborhoods near transit; housing built over 
the next 5 years in the impacted neighborhoods included about 40% fewer parking spaces than 
the city had previously required, saving about $537 million in construction costs.11

Municipalities around the country have eliminated their parking minimums, both near public 
transit and citywide. Sacramento, San Diego, Atlanta, and Somerville have all eliminated parking 
minimums near public transit; the latter two having also imposed parking maximums within 0.5 
miles of public transit. The city of Houston, which has no residential parking minimums in three 
of its more walkable neighborhoods, calls this policy “market-based parking.”12 Other 
municipalities—including Berkeley, Buffalo, Hartford, Minneapolis, St. Paul, and San 
Francisco—have no parking minimums anywhere at all (many smaller towns, like South 
Burlington, Vermont, also do not have parking space quotas for housing). While Brookline has 
been a leader on many issues related to climate change, on this one we are very much playing 
catch-up. This Warrant Article does not take the stronger stances of cities like San Francisco or 
Buffalo, which have no parking minimums anywhere. It does not take the medium stance of 
places like Somerville, which have eliminated parking requirements near transit. Instead, it takes 
the very small step of cutting the parking requirements for new housing within 0.5 miles of 
public transit to their 1960s levels and allowing the ZBA discretion to reduce parking further. 

Our current parking minimums fail to reflect the diversity of parking needs within the TPOD, 
imposing a “one-size fits all” on parking. In the TPOD, about 66% of Brookline residents who 
work commute without a car (via mass-transit, walking, cycling, etc.) and 25% of households do 
not have a car, according to the American Community Survey 2013-2018 estimates. In two north 
Brookline Census Tracts (4001 and 4002), 37% and 35% of households, respectively, do not 
own a car; and among renters, these numbers are even higher: 58.2% and 66.1%. But even in 
these areas, and even for rental housing, our zoning requires all housing to be equipped with car 
parking infrastructure. Empowered by state law to obtain exceptions to local zoning regulations, 
many 40B developers build much less than the required parking in the TPOD. At 45 Marion St, a 
Coolidge Corner development completed in 2014, 64 residential units were built with just 21 
parking spaces. At 217 Kent St, a planned 40B includes 112 residential units and just 39 parking 

Initiative.” https://perfectfitparking.mapc.org/assets/documents/Final%20Perfect%20Fit%20Report.pdf “Housing 
Development Toolkit.” September 2016. 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf
11 Gabbe, CJ, Gregory Pierce, and Gordon Clowers. 2020. “Parking policy: The effects of residential minimum 
parking requirements in Seattle.” Land Use Policy, 91.
12 Scherer, Jasper. “Houston lifts minimum parking requirements in EaDo, Midtown.” Houston Chronicle
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spaces. Our zoning near public transit creates more asphalt, traffic congestion, and fossil fuel 
infrastructure than the market demands. As Harvard economics professor Edward Glaeser writes, 
“Reducing (or eliminating) minimum parking requirements is one of those unusual cases where 
the ardent environmentalist and the libertarian economist see eye-to-eye.”13

Despite our high parking minimums, the number of cars registered in Brookline has declined in 
recent years, according to the tax receipts from the Town Assessor’s Office. In FY2014, there 
were 36,381 vehicles registered in Brookline; by FY2020, despite several new housing 
developments, the number of vehicles had declined to 32,926.14 The data do not bear out 
concerns of a residential parking crisis. Survey data from the American Community Survey 
further demonstrate declining automobile needs in the TPOD. In each of the 10 Census Tracts 
comprising the TPOD, the share of workers commuting by car, van, or truck declined between 
the 2010 5-year survey and the 2018 survey, as shown in Figure 2.

FIGURE 2: DECLINING VEHICLE USAGE IN TPOD CENSUS TRACTS

Data Source: American Community Survey 5-year estimates

In addition to the negative impacts of parking quotas on the environment, requiring parking also 
makes housing less affordable. A January 2020 report to Brookline’s Housing Advisory Board 
from Pam McKinney, a consultant contracted by the Town to examine housing production costs, 
states that building one above-ground garage parking space costs $35,000, while one 

13 Glaeser, Edward. 2013. “Don't require more spaces; price curbside ones properly.” Boston Globe
14 Brookline Assessor’s Office. “MVE Bill Count.” stories.opengov.com/brooklinema/published/Z-j8f17VD
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underground parking space costs $100,000. Consequently, current requirements—1.4 parking 
spaces for 1-bedroom apartments and 2 parking spaces for 2-bedroom apartments in the TPOD—
substantially inflate the price of housing. According to the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 
one parking space increases the cost of housing by 12.5% and two parking spaces increases the 
cost of housing by about 25%.15 In Minneapolis and Miami, reductions in parking minimums 
have spurred the growth of relatively affordable apartment buildings with limited parking, 
according to media reports in both cities.16 Given the increasing unaffordability of housing in 
Brookline, it makes little sense for our zoning to preclude the construction of less expensive 
housing options.

Ultimately, this Warrant Article is about creating some additional flexibility to build housing 
responsive to people with different automobile needs. It neither removes existing parking nor 
prohibits new parking from being built. In the TPOD, many residents do not own a car, and a 
growing majority of residents do not commute to work by car. Requiring all new construction to 
include very high and arbitrary amounts of parking neither reflects our Town’s history as a 
streetcar suburb nor its future as an environmentally sustainable community.

TABLE 1: SAMPLING OF CITIES WITH NO PARKING MINIMUMS
City Parking Policy Maximums Date
Buffalo, NY No minimums citywide 1/13/2017
Hartford, CT No minimums citywide 12/13/2017
South Burlington, VT No minimums citywide 10/15/2019
Minneapolis, MN No minimums citywide 12/12/2018
San Francisco, CA No minimums citywide 12/17/2018
Sacramento, CA No minimums citywide 01/20/2021
Berkeley, CA No minimums citywide 01/29/2021
Minneapolis, MN No minimums citywide 05/14/2021
St Paul, MN No minimums citywide 08/19/2021
Houston, TX No minimums certain neighborhoods 07/19/2019
San Diego, CA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles) 03/6/2019
Atlanta, GA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles) Yes 11/2/2019
Somerville, MA No minimums near transit (<0.5 miles) Yes 12/16/2019

Explanation for Quantum of Vote Required

Chapter 358 of the Acts of 2020 amended Chapter 40A Section 6 to allow certain housing-
supportive zoning amendments to be adopted “by a vote of a simple majority of Town Meeting” 

15 Littman, Todd. 2019. “Parking Requirement Impacts on Housing Affordability.” Victoria Transport Policy 
Institute.
16 Schmitt, Angie. “How Parking Mandates Tilt the Market Toward ‘Luxury’ Housing.” 
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2018/02/01/how-parking-mandates-tilt-the-market-toward-luxury-housing/ San Juan, 
Rebecca. 2020. “Small-scale urban developments starting to sprout. Thank a change in the parking code.” Miami 
Herald. https://www.miamiherald.com/news/business/real-estate-news/article238937913.html
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rather than the 2/3 vote required of other zoning amendments. The Attorney General has 
characterized this “Housing Choice” legislation as being intended to make it easier for 
municipalities to approve “housing-supportive” zoning amendments (see the September 1, 2021 
decision approving amendments to the frontage and lot-size requirements in certain parcels in 
Hull passed with a simple majority of Town Meeting). 

WA23 as amended qualifies for a simple majority vote as each of the four amendments 
contained therein qualifies for a simple majority vote as explained below. 

Items 1 and 2:  Allowing residential parking space requirement reductions by special 
permit

Items 1 and 2 of WA23 as amended reduce the residential parking requirements by special 
permit. Item 1 allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the residential parking requirement 
for a particular project by up to 100% by special permit when a building is converted to create 
additional housing units. Item 2 allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to reduce the residential 
parking requirement by up to 100% for a particular project if doing so facilitates certain 
objectives listed in the Warrant Article.

Passage of each of these amendments by majority vote, instead of 2/3 vote, is authorized by 
Section 5(2)(d), which permits “an amendment to a zoning ordinance or by-law to allow by 
special permit… a diminution in the amount of parking required for residential or mixed-use 
development pursuant to section 9" to pass with a simple majority. Each of these amendments 
qualify as they allow a diminution in the amount of parking required for certain residential or 
mixed-use developments by special permit.

Items 3 and 4: Reducing the residential parking space requirement

Items 3 and 4 of WA23 reduce the residential parking requirements by-right for certain parcels. 
Item 3 eliminates a 100% increased parking requirement for housing occupied by 3 or more 
unrelated persons. Item 4 reduces the residential parking requirement for dwellings which fall 
within the Transit Parking Overlay District (from 1 space to 0.5 spaces per studio, from 1.4 
spaces to 1 space per 1-bedroom, and from 2 spaces to 1 space for 2 or more-bedroom dwelling 
units).

Passage of each of these amendments by majority vote, instead of 2/3 vote, is authorized by 
Section 5(3)(b), which allows zoning amendments that “modify regulations concerning … 
parking … requirements to allow for additional housing units beyond what would otherwise be 
permitted under the existing zoning ordinance or by-law” to be adopted by a vote of a simple 
majority of a town meeting. 
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Each of these amendments clearly modifies a regulation concerning parking requirements. The 
remaining criterion that needs to be satisfied for a simple majority vote is that the modification 
“allow[s] for additional housing units beyond what would otherwise be permitted under the 
existing zoning…” This criterion is satisfied as a substantial nexus exists between zoning 
amendments which reduce residential parking minimums and allowing for additional housing 
units. Brookline’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan directly links off-street parking requirements to 
“developments with fewer, larger” housing units and to making “the addition of housing… all 
but impossible” above existing retail, citing the additional constraints imposed by the residential 
parking requirement on housing development by using up scarce developable land and increasing 
the cost of building housing units (page 59).

Similarly, Brookline’s 2016 Housing Production Plan noted that “not surprisingly” residential 
parking requirements are “a barrier” to producing new housing units (page 50). On page 86, the 
Housing Production Plan found that “Brookline needs to update its zoning by-laws to respond to 
the housing needs and demands of today by reducing parking restrictions… In Brookline, off-
street parking regulations create a significant barrier to [housing] development.” Hence, reducing 
the residential parking required in Brookline will allow for the creation of additional housing 
units, according to recent planning studies adopted by the Town of Brookline.

In a September 1, 2021 decision, the Attorney General deemed Article 16, a zoning change in the 
Town of Hull that modified regulations to lot size and frontage requirements in a single family 
district, eligible for a simple majority vote.17 Citing Section 5(3)(b), the AGO determined that 
“The amendments adopted under Article 16 so qualify [for a simple majority threshold] because 
they reduce the minimum lot size and frontage requirements for the parcels that were re-zoned.” 
Similarly, Warrant Article 23 proposes to reduce the parking requirement for certain parcels that 
are proposed to be re-zoned. Because the required parking spaces per housing unit limit the 
number of housing units that can be build within a given allowable lot size and floor area, 
reducing the required parking spaces per housing unit is a housing-supportive amendment 
eligible to be adopted by a simple majority vote of Town Meeting

17 The amendment modified both lot size and street frontage requirements (from 75 to 60 feet) in a designated area. 
That the combined amendment qualified for a simple majority threshold implies that the lot size and frontage 
requirement separately qualified for a simple majority threshold.
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SMART GROWTH AND REGIONAL COLLABORATION 

 

 

October 5, 2021 
 
Brookline Town Hall 
333 Washington Street 
Brookline, MA 02445 
 
Re: Comments on Proposed Zoning Amendment Warrant Articles for Fall 2021 Town Meeting  
 
Dear Members of the Brookline Planning Board, 
 
On behalf of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council, I am writing today to express our support 
for the efforts described in Warrant Articles 23 and 24 to reduce or eliminate parking minimums 
in the Town of Brookline. MAPC has done significant research on the impacts that parking 
requirements have on housing affordability, greenhouse gas emissions, and non-auto mobility, and 
we are pleased to see the Town take steps to align parking requirements with demand. 
 
Excess parking has real consequences. Property that could be landscaped as common or even  
public green space is instead paved over as parking. Since car owners prefer to live in buildings  
with easy parking, providing abundant parking encourages more vehicles on the site, increasing  
the number of trips and traffic on nearby roads. In neighborhoods that are accessible to an  
MBTA station, this means fewer people use the available transit, while congestion, pollution, and  
greenhouse gas emissions rise. Finally, of special concern in the face of Greater Boston’s housing  
supply and affordability crisis, more parking means fewer (and more expensive) housing units. 
 
In 2019, MAPC published “Perfect Fit Parking: Improving the Way Developers and Planners 
Assess Parking Demand.1” As part of this report, MAPC collected overnight off-street parking data 
at nearly 200 multifamily buildings across the inner core of Metro Boston. While building size and 
characteristics varied widely, one common theme emerged across all the communities surveyed: 
off-street residential parking is regularly overbuilt beyond demand. Overall, while average 
parking supply was exactly 1.0 space per unit, average parking demand was 0.7 spaces per unit. 
MAPC staff observed 6,000 vacant parking spaces during peak residential demand times. This 
amounts to over 41 acres of pavement and an estimated $94.5 million in construction costs.  
 
To provide a more robust basis for smart parking policy, MAPC used this data to create a statistical 
model to determine what building and neighborhood characteristics predict parking demand. 
After testing 25 different variables, the analysis determine that parking supply was the dominant 

 
1 https://perfectfitparking.mapc.org/.  
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SMART GROWTH AND REGIONAL COLLABORATION 

 

 

factor in determining parking demand. Essentially, building ample residential parking is more 
likely to attract households that own multiple vehicles. Two other factors proved statistically 
significant in influencing parking demand. As transit accessibility (as measured by the number of 
jobs accessible by transit) increases, parking demand decreases, and as the share of affordable units 
increased, parking demand decreases. These trends were evident in our observations: the most 
transit accessible sites saw an average parking demand of 0.54 spaces per unit, and the 100% 
affordable sites we observed had an average parking demand of 0.49 spaces per unit. 
 
Reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements can support more affordable housing 
development, expand land available for open space, and, in the long-term, enable development 
patterns that are more conducive to walking, biking, and riding public transit. Communities like 
Everett and Somerville have already taken steps to reduce their parking minimums, and we are 
very supportive of additional Metro Boston communities working to adopt these zoning changes. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions or would like to 
speak further about this research, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Eric Bourassa 
Transportation Director 
Ebourassa@mapc.org 
617-933-0740 
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__________
ARTICLE 25

________________________
TWENTY-FIFTH ARTICLE

Submitted by:  Michael Zoorob, Lisa Cunningham, Scott Englander, Jesse Gray, Ben 
Hellerstein, Jonathan Klein, Werner Lohe 

Lead Petitioner: Michael Zoorob

To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law to increase the requirements for EV 
READY parking spaces as follows (additions appear underlined; deletions appear as strike 
through): 

Modifying §6.04 .15 - ELECTRIC VEHICLES as follows:

15. For Parking Areas, non-residential and Residential, For residential parking areas, all 
parking spaces shall be EV Ready Spaces. For non-residential parking areas with 15 7 or 
more parking spaces, at least 15% of the total parking spaces, and not fewer than one 
parking space, shall be EV Ready Spaces. The definitions of EV Ready Space, Electric 
Vehicle, and Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) are as defined in the latest edition 
Chapter 13 C202 of the Ninth Edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code. For 
additions and renovations to existing buildings, exceptions to this paragraph shall be 
consistent with the latest edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code. The Board of 
Appeals may by special permit alter the requirements of this paragraph for a specific 
project.

or act on anything relative thereto.
________________

PETITIONER’S ARTICLE DESCRIPTION

This Warrant Article makes five modifications to the zoning by-law relative to parking 
spaces equipped for electric vehicles.1 First, it increases the required proportion of EV 
Ready Spaces in residential parking areas from 15% to 100%. Second, it lowers the 
required number of parking spaces for residential uses necessary to trigger the EV Ready 
requirement from 15 spaces to 1 space. Third, it lowers the required number of parking 
spaces for nonresidential uses which triggers the EV Ready requirement from 15 spaces 
to 7 spaces (while preserving the existing requirement that 15% of spaces in 
nonresidential parking areas be EV Ready Spaces). Fourth, it deletes vague language 
about exceptions in the building code for additions and renovations as no such provisions 

1 Chapter 13 C202 of the 9th Edition of the Building Code defines an EV Ready Space as “A designated 
parking space which is provided with one dedicated 50-ampere branch circuit for EVSE servicing Electric 
Vehicles.”
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exist.2 Fifth, it allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to modify these requirements for a 
particular building by special permit; this provides some flexibility to adjust these 
requirements for an applicant who can demonstrate that full compliance would be 
onerous.

These changes to facilitate the adoption and use of electric vehicles are necessitated by 
the need to rapidly decarbonize our economy. Adoption of electric vehicles is an 
important part of that effort, and the Biden Administration has established a target that 
50% of all vehicles sold in 2030 will be electric vehicles, highlighting the need to 
dramatically increase the available charging infrastructure.3 Because over 80% of EV-
charging occurs at home,4 this proposal creates distinct requirements for residential and 
commercial parking areas, with greater EV Ready requirements for residential areas. 
Though the cost of EV Ready infrastructure is modest in new construction, it is more 
costly to retrofit existing parking infrastructure. One study prepared pegged the cost of 
installing electric infrastructure for new EV Ready Spaces as $920 per space, compared 
to $3,710 for retrofitting existing parking.5 Hence, it is reasonable to require that new 
parking spaces be EV Ready in anticipation of future adoption. Moreover, many electric 
utilities subsidize the cost of EV Ready. As of August 2021, Eversource (the electric 
distribution utility serving Brookline) “will pay all associated infrastructure costs to 
support EV chargers installed when [a new construction project] is complete, and…can 
help upsize certain equipment such as panels and transformers to make it easier to add 
additional charging stations in the future.”6

____________________________________
SELECT BOARD’S RECOMMENDATION

-------------------------
____________________________________________

2 The Massachusetts Board of Building Regulation and Standards contemplated language about exceptions 
for additions and renovations (page 11: www.mass.gov/doc/2018-eicc-update/download). However, the 
most recent edition simply “Reserves” the section on electric vehicle requirements for renovations and 
additions (page 13: www.mass.gov/doc/780-cmr-ninth-edition-chapter-13-energy-efficiency-amendments-
as-of-272020/download)
3 www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/08/05/fact-sheet-president-biden-
announces-steps-to-drive-american-leadership-forward-on-clean-cars-and-trucks/
4 www.nrdc.org/experts/patricia-valderrama/electric-vehicle-charging-101
5 Pike, Ed et al. “Plug-In Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Cost-Effectiveness Report for San Francisco.” 
2016. evchargingpros.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/City-of-SF-PEV-Infrastructure-Cost-Effectiveness-
Report-2016.pdf
6 Residential: www.eversource.com/content/ema-c/residential/save-money-energy/explore-alternatives/electric-
vehicles/charging-stations/new-construction-projects; Commercial: www.eversource.com/content/ema-
c/residential/save-money-energy/explore-alternatives/electric-vehicles/charging-stations/new-construction-projects
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATION
                                 

XXX

6.A.

Page: 173



Hi   Dan,   Maria,   Carlos,   Steve,   and   others   --     
  

Thank   you   for   your   excellent   feedback   and   input   into   WA25.   We   are   balancing   your   
understandable   caution   with   the   imperative   to   act   quickly,   and   not   all   the   trade-offs   are   easy.   We   
do   want   to   emphasize   how   important   we   think   it   is   for   the   policy   to   be   workable   for   everyone,   
including   practical   to   implement,   so    we   welcome   continued   drafting   feedback,   particularly   
on   ways   to   make   it   more   practical .   That   said   we   do   feel   strongly   that   this   needs   to   be   applied   
broadly   and   passed   in   this   Town   Meeting   cycle.     
  

A   list   of   changes   we’ve   made:   
  

● Used   the   Building   Code   definition   of   EV   Ready   
● Narrowed   applicability   to   new   construction,   50%   rehabilitation,   or   adding   a   new   parking   

space   
● Removed   electrical   permit   triggers   and   repaving   triggers   
● Exempted   Uses   25-28a   and   loading   bays   (6.06-6.07)   
● Separated   1-3   family   from   4+   family   residential   
● Included   a   requirement   for   100%   EV   ADA/handicapped   parking   
● Added   a   definitions   section   
● Incorporated   the   zoning   bylaw   revisions   (except   for   6.00.4,   Intent)   as   a   replacement   of   

existing   6.04.15,   rather   than   a   new   paragraph   separate   from   6.04.15.   
  

Changes   we   did   not   make:     
  

● We   did   not   limit   the   policy   to   4+   story   buildings...   
...because   that   would   exclude   many,   if   not   most   projects.   

● We   did   not   limit   the   policy   to   25%   of   residential   parking   spaces...   
...because   that   doesn’t   go   far   enough   to   sufficiently   address   the   problem.   
...however,   we   now   understand   that   because   EV   Ready   recognizes   the   circuit   
utilization   efficiencies   made   possible   by   load   management   systems,   a   much   
higher   penetration   in   multifamily   settings   can   be   achieved   without   adverse   
impact.   

  
We   thank   you   again   for   your   time   and   input.   We   are   very   grateful,   and   we   hope   to   continue   this   
conversation.   
  

Jesse   &   Scott     
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ARTICLE   25   
  

MOTION   OFFERED   BY   THE   PETITIONERS     
  

Voted   that   the   Town   amend   the   Zoning   By-Laws   by   modifying   Section   6   as   follows:     

Insert   after   §6.00   paragraph   3   (INTENT   OF   REQUIREMENTS):     
  

4.    Where   opportunities   arise   to   install   electric   vehicle   charging   capability   in   Parking   
Garages   and   Parking   Areas,    §6.04,   paragraph   15    requires   that   this   capability   be   
provided,   when   and   to   the   extent   practical,   thereby   reducing   the   inconvenience   and   
expense   of   adding   this   capability   when   it   is   less   practical,   and   reducing   the   extent   to   
which   the   lack   of   electric   vehicle   charging   capability   presents   a   barrier   to   the   adoption   of   
electric   vehicles   as   a   key   strategy   in   meeting   the   Town’s   sustainability   goals.     

  
[renumber   existing   paragraphs   4,   5,   and   6]   

  
Replace   the   current   paragraph   §6.04.15   with   the   following   text:   
  

§6.04.15   –      ELECTRIC   VEHICLE   CHARGING   CAPABILITY   IN   OFF-STREET   PARKING   
FACILITIES   
  

1. Definitions   
a. “New   Building”   is   defined   as   a   building   not   in   existence   on   the   date   of   an   

application   for   a   building   permit   that   is   subject   to   this   paragraph.   
b. “50%   Rehabilitation”   is   defined   as   an   alteration,   requiring   a   building   permit,   to   a   

building   in   existence   on   the   date   of   a   permit   application   that   is   subject   to   this   
section,   and   that   includes   the   reconfiguration   of   space   or   building   systems,   in   
which   the   Work   Area   is   more   than   50%   of   the   gross   floor   area   of   the   building   
prior   to   the   alteration.     

c.    “Work   Area”   is   defined   as   the   aggregate   area   of   those   portions   of   a   structure   
affected   by   renovations   for   the   reconfiguration   of   space   or   building   systems,   
including   new   floor   area   added   as   a   result   of   renovation,   as   indicated   in   the   
drawings   associated   with   a   building   permit   application.   Portions   of   a   structure   
where   only   repairs,   refinishing   or   incidental   work   occur   are   excluded   from   the   
calculation   of   Work   Area.     

2. Requirements   
Parking   spaces   subject   to   this   requirement   shall   each   be   EV   Ready   Spaces,   as   defined   
in   the   latest   edition   of   the   Massachusetts   State   Building   Code.     

3. Applicability     
a. Parking   spaces   subject   to   this   requirement:     

i. In   Residential   Parking   Garages   or   Parking   Areas   on   lots   with   four   or   more   
dwelling   units,   the   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   apply   to   all   
parking   spaces.   

ii. In   Residential   Parking   Garages   or   Parking   Areas   on   lots   with   three   or   
fewer   dwelling   units,   the   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   apply   
to   one   parking   space   per   dwelling   unit.     
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iii. In   all   Non-Residential   Parking   Garages   or   Parking   Areas   with   seven   or   
more   parking   spaces,   the   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   apply   
to   all   handicapped   accessible   parking   spaces   (§6.04.2,   subparagraph   g)   
and   to   a   minimum   of   15%   of   non-handicapped-accessible   parking   
spaces.     

b. Complying   with   these   requirements   shall   not   require   increasing   the   number   of   
parking   spaces   in   a   Parking   Garage   or   Parking   Area.   

4. Enforcement :   The   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   apply   upon   issuance   of   a   
building   permit   for   the   following   improvements:   

a. Construction   of   a   New   Building   or   50%   Rehabilitation   of   a   building     
b. Addition   of   one   or   more   parking   spaces   

5. Waivers:    The   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   may   be   reduced   in   whole   or   in   part   for   
a   particular   application   if   compliance,   for   reasons   that   are   identified   in   writing   by   the   
Building   Commissioner,   would   not   serve   the   intent   of   the   requirements   as   stated   in   
§6.00.4   or   would   be   impracticable.     

6. Exemptions:     
a. The   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   not   apply   to   parking   spaces   

devoted   to   Uses   25,   25A,   26,   27,   28,   or   28A,   or   to   loading   bay   parking   spaces   
devoted   to   loading,   described   in   §6.06-§6.07.   

b. The   requirements   of   paragraph   §6.04.15   shall   not   apply   to   any   building   being   
constructed   subject   to   a   Waldo-Durgin   Overlay   District   Special   Permit,   as   
described   in   Section   5.06,   paragraph   4,   subparagraph   k,   or   a   Fisher   Hill   Special   
Overlay   District   Special   Permit,   as   described   in   Section   5.06,   paragraph   4,   
subparagraph   l.   
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Explanation   --   Appendices   
  

Appendix   A.   Text   of   relevant   Section   6   text   in   the   current   zoning   bylaw:     
  

§6.04.15   –   ELECTRIC   VEHICLES   For   Parking   Areas,   Non-residential   and   Residential,   
with   15   or   more   parking   spaces,   at   least   15%   of   the   total   parking   spaces,   and   not   fewer   
than   two   parking   spaces,   shall   be   EV   Ready   Spaces.   The   definitions   of   EV   Ready   
Space,   Electric   Vehicle,   and   Electric   Vehicle   Supply   Equipment   (EVSE)   are   as   defined   in   
the   latest   edition   of   the   Massachusetts   State   Building   Code.   For   additions   and   
renovations   to   existing   buildings,   exceptions   to   this   paragraph   shall   be   consistent   with   
the   latest   edition   of   the   Massachusetts   State   Building   Code.     
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ARTICLE 26  
Submitted by: Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2, Paul Warren, TMM Pct. 1, Gina Hahn, 
TMM Pct. 3, M. David Lee, President Stull and Lee Architecture and Planning, Pct. 6  
 
This resolution seeks to take the initial step to plan for an update to Brookline’s 16-year-
old Comprehensive Plan and the associated Zoning by-law reforms necessary to 
implement the updated Comprehensive Plan. Our previous Plan was initiated and 
driven by the Select Board, and the practice of Select Board-appointed Master Plan 
Steering Committees is common through-out the State. The recommended project 
approach and plan should embrace a process that is open, transparent and wide-
ranging in its inclusiveness. We urge the study committee to embrace the goal of equity 
and to take a holistic view of the necessary elements to be considered in a successful 
and effective planning effort.   
 
The petitioners are asking the Select Board to appoint a Planning Process Study 
Committee charged with working with the Planning Department and other Town staff to 
devise the work program, budget, and scope for an inclusive, community-driven 
planning and zoning reform process. Given the fact that we have just appointed a new 
Planning Director, the timing for initiating a re-boot for our planning and zoning 
processes is extremely fortuitous.  
 
It is self-evident that careful planning should precede any major, wide-ranging zoning 
reform. This resolution suggests some foundational planning functions that should be 
incorporated into any town-wide planning initiative. The petitioners also outline some of 
the key elements we suggest the Planning Process Study Committee include in the 
process for balanced, equitable and legitimate community stakeholder involvement.  
 
There are many pressing modern issues such as equity, climate resilience and 
sustainability, housing affordability, public health and well-being, transportation equity 
and accessibility, and business vitality that we must be planning for in a holistic way. We 
also suggest that the Planning Process Study Committee consider new progressive 
planning and zoning tools and their potential benefits for Brookline. 
 
The petitioners anticipate that current corridor studies, the Housing Production Plan, 
and other ongoing planning efforts will continue without interruption and will inform the 
broader community-wide planning efforts.  
 
By doing the work upfront to define an equitable, inclusive, open and transparent 
project, we can work together as a community to strengthen and enhance the quality of 
life for all who live, work, study, or visit in Brookline now and for decades to come.  
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FW: WA 26 as revised budget estimate

Melissa Goff <mgoff@brooklinema.gov>
Wed 10/27/2021 4:15 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

For the Board’s packet on 26.
 
From: Kara Brewton <kbrewton@brooklinema.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 4:15 PM

To: Susan Granoff <susangranoff@msn.com>

Cc: lindaolsonpehlke@gmail.com; Melissa Goff <mgoff@brooklinema.gov>

Subject: WA 26 as revised budget estimate
 
Hi, Susan –
 
I am providing here a cost estimate related to the revised Warrant Article 26, as voted on by the subcommittee of
Advisory this past Monday night. When you have it available, please email me the voted upon language (and any
draft report to Advisory so I can be prepared).
 
The revised resolution proposes a Select Board-appointed Committee whose charge is to scope an updated
Comprehensive Plan and zoning reform process, including as part of that process input from a wide range of
stakeholders. As discussed Monday night, in addition to the examples in the revised resolution, stakeholder
outreach would also include the Select Board and the 11 Boards/Commissions* primarily involved with land use
decisions, as well as the staff that support their work (e.g., DPW and Recreation staff).
 
We do not currently have staff to take on this new endeavor, and already have initiatives that have been delayed
due to staffing constraints: Boylston Street Corridor Study Committee, Chestnut Hill Village Corridor Study
Committee, land reuse Committee associated with the newly acquired municipal property on Fisher Hill,
implementation of the Strategic Master Plan and Major Parcel Studies, preparing to launch the Community
Preservation Act Committee, documenting historic assets for nomination on the National Register of Historic
Places, supporting the Preservation Commission in research associated with new or expanded Local Historic
Districts, implementing the Town’s Climate Action Plan, multi-family housing study, parking demand study, and
development of a site plan approval process. Establishing a site plan approval process would dovetail with
recommendations from the Urban Forestry Master Plan, Climate Action Plan, Municipal Vulnerability Assessment,
Boylston Committee, and would provide a streamlined review process for affordable housing.
 
Therefore, the actions contemplated in this revised resolution would require either waiting and continuing to
prioritize work with the Select Board or hiring an additional full-time staff person whose role explicitly includes
Warrant Article 26 as part of their work. I estimate this person would spend a quarter to a third of their time on
this scoping and community engagement phase with a Select-Board appointed Committee for 6-8 months. While
the incremental cost would be approximately $95,300 (this is a T-6 position plus 35% related to benefits), the staff
cost assigned only to this effort would be approximately: 1/3 time x (8/12 months) x $95,300 = $21,178.
Additionally, to assist with community engagement or other consultant work, I estimate an additional $5,000 to
$10,000 in consulting funds.
 
As a cost comparison, an effort like the Boylston Street Corridor Study Committee requires the equivalent of a T-6
position at 2/3 of their time for 2 years plus about $67,000 in consulting funds, or a total of approximately
$127,000.
 
If this resolution passes Town Meeting, I will request as part of the FY23 budget process an additional T-6 staff
position and $10,000 in technical services. However, overall Department prioritization will continue to be done in
collaboration with the Select Board. As of today, the Select Board have not yet taken up this resolution.
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10/27/21, 4:16 PM Mail - Devon Fields - Outlook
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*Boards/Commissions primarily involved with land use decisions:
Preservation Commission
Planning Board
Zoning Bylaw Committee
SB Climate Action Committee
Park & Recreation Commission
Conservation Commission
Economic Development Advisory Board
Housing Advisory Board
Community Preservation Act Committee
Zoning Board of Appeals
Small Business Development Committee
 
 
Thank you,
 
Kara Brewton
Director of Planning & Community Development
Town of Brookline, MA
kbrewton@brooklinema.gov
617-730-2468
Usually in Town Hall: Tues & Wed
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Submitted by: Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2, Paul Warren, TMM Pct. 1, Gina Hahn, TMM 
Pct. 3, M. David Lee, President Stull and Lee Architecture and Planning, Pct. 6  

MOVED that the Town will Adopt the following Resolution:  

WHEREAS, it would be in the Town’s best interest to engage in a Town-wide, progressive 
planning and zoning reform project responding to the need for greater resiliency in the face of 
the climate emergency and pandemic disruptions, plus the critical need for equity, housing 
affordability, and business vitality; and 

WHEREAS, the Town, its residents, businesses and non-profits, and potential property 
developers struggle with an antiquated zoning bylaw that is difficult to understand, does not 
reflect modern community goals, and does not produce predictable, context-appropriate 
outcomes; and  
 
WHEREAS, Nearly 600 residents of Brookline have signed a letter to the Select Board calling 
on the Town to engage in an inclusive, community-driven planning and zoning reform process 
that would chart a thoughtful and informed course for our future; and       

WHEREAS, our Zoning By-Law does not adequately reflect evolving new trends in housing, 
commuting, lifestyle choices, and the growing awareness that our health and well-being depends 
on access to the outdoors and recreation; and  

WHEREAS, our Zoning By-Law and other Town policies do not adequately address the 
disparities made evident by the pandemic and detailed in the recently published Disparity Report 
2021 under the auspices of the Office of Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations; and 

WHEREAS, the Select Board identified Objective #11 in the FY 2022 Financial Plan which 
states, “To pursue re-codification and an update to the zoning by-laws that meets Town Needs 
and objectives”; and      

WHEREAS, WA 34 from Fall 2020 Town Meeting urges the Select Board to determine whether      
adding substantial new housing is in the Town’s best interests after consideration for impacts to 
Town facilities, infrastructure, and services, as well as open space and the historic streetscape; 
and      
 
WHEREAS, the Town has developed new and effective methods for community engagement 
such as those being used in the Boylston Street/RT 9 Corridor Study; and 

WHEREAS, community engagement across the entire town is the keystone of a community-
driven planning and zoning reform effort. Starting with a detailed inventory of our current 
environment, this engagement process will allow stakeholders to identify common goals and 
values along with strategies for implementation; and  
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WHEREAS, these shared goals and values should be translated into a new, reformed Zoning By-     
Law incorporating progressive planning tools; and 

WHEREAS, current corridor planning studies and other ongoing planning efforts should      
continue and should not be impeded by this broader planning project; and 

WHEREAS, by doing the work to define our shared goals, we as a community can work together 
to respond to the broad set of future community needs and also strengthen and enhance the 
quality of life for all who live, work, study, or visit in Brookline; and  

WHEREAS, MGL Title VII Chapter 41 Section 81D: Master plan, requires that a planning board 
“shall make a master plan of such city or town and from time to time may extend or perfect such 
plan”, and the last completed Comprehensive Plan in Brookline was done in 2005; and    

WHEREAS, several neighboring cities and towns have either finished or are starting the process 
to develop comprehensive plans to inform potential zoning reform, such as Somerville 
(Somervision 2040), Boston (Imagine Boston 2030), Medford (Medford 2030) and Cambridge 
(Cambridge Envision 2018);       

NOW THEREFORE BE IT:  

RESOLVED, that the Select Board, in consultation with the Director of Planning and 
Community Development, appoint a Planning Process Study Committee to work with the 
Planning Department and other Town staff to develop a work program, budget, and scope for an 
inclusive, community-driven planning and zoning reform process; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Select Board appointed Planning Process Study Committee 
seek input and be informed by a full spectrum of stakeholders, including but not limited to: 
marginalized communities, subsidized housing residents, non-profits, faith-based organizations, 
business interests, neighborhood associations, Brookline residents with professional expertise in 
planning and zoning, as well as, advocacy groups for affordable housing, historic preservation, 
climate action and resiliency, green space, parks and open space, active and public 
transportation, and senior citizens; and      

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee shall endeavor to (i) 
examine the 2005 Comprehensive Plan with a view towards determining how a future 
comprehensive plan could be more effective, and (ii) devise a planning process that will develop 
a shared fact base of existing conditions, develop demographic and land-use projections, analyze 
possible land-use scenarios, inventory infrastructure and future infrastructure needs, identify 
Town service and facility usage metrics and capacities, develop a statement of town-wide values 
and goals with metrics, and generally complete the analysis necessary to identify potential 
impacts from contemplated land-use scenarios; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee contemplate the potential 
application of progressive planning and zoning tools such as form-based zoning, environmental 
performance standards, green infrastructure, and placemaking; and 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee identify project work 
products that can help guide future zoning reform work, such as defining areas where 
development or redevelopment potential is appropriately supported, areas where public realm 
enhancements are needed, and areas or parcels that should be conserved; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the current corridor studies including Lower Boylston and the 
planned Upper Boylston study, the Fisher Hill study, the Housing Production Plan, the Climate 
Action Plan, and other ongoing planning studies will continue without impediment; and  

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee should devise a 
community-based planning and zoning reform process that centers marginalized communities in 
its consideration of strategies and initiatives that provide greater equity in all realms of the built 
environment and to further environmental justice; and 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee should contemplate a 
community engagement strategy that incorporates the lessons learned from the engagement 
strategies of the Boylston Street/RT 9 Corridor Study and the Housing Production Plan and be 
designed with input from Brookline’s Community Engagement Specialist; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Select Board endeavors to seek and provide adequate funding 
to retain all necessary consultants and additional planning staff to successfully complete the 
work of Planning Process Study Committee and the implementation of its recommendations; and  

FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Process Study Committee will provide a progress report 
and/or recommendations to the next Annual Town Meeting. 
 
Or act on anything related thereto. 
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A Resolution to Transform Our Planning and Zoning in the Age of COVID 
 

Submitted by: Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2, Paul Warren, TMM Pct. 11, Gina Hahn, TMM 
Pct. 3, M. David Lee, President Stull and Lee Architecture and Planning, Pct. 6  

lindaolsonpehlke@gmail.com, 617 584-9512 
paulwarren65@gmail.com, 617 869-5430 
 

To See ifMOVED that the Town will Adopt the following Resolution:  

 
Whereas, COVID has changed the way we live, learn, work, play, and interact.  
 

WhereasWHEREAS, it would be in the Town’s best interest to engage in a Town-wide, 
progressive planning and zoning reform project responding to COVID and additional pressing 
issues, such asthe need for greater resiliency in the face of the climate disruption,emergency 
and pandemic disruptions, plus the critical need for equity, housing insecurityaffordability, and 
business vitality. ; and 

 

WhereasWHEREAS, the Town, its residents, businesses and non-profits, and potential property 
developers  struggle with an antiquated zoning bylaw that is difficult to understand, does not 
reflect modern community goals, and does not produce predictable, context-appropriate 
outcomes.; and  
 
WHEREAS, Nearly 600 residents of Brookline have signed a letter to the Select Board calling 
on the Town to engage in an inclusive, community-driven planning and zoning reform process 
that would chart a thoughtful and informed course for our future; and       

 

WhereasWHEREAS, our Zoning By-Law does not adequately reflect the impact of COVID 
and the resulting evolving new trends in housing, commuting, lifestyle choices, and the 
growing awareness that our health and wellbeingwell-being depends on access to the outdoors 
and recreation. 
; and  

WhereasWHEREAS, our Zoning By-Law and other Town policies do not adequately address 
the disparities made evident by the pandemic and detailed in the recently published Disparity 
Report 2021 under the auspices of the Office of Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations; 
and 
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WHEREAS, the Select Board identified Objective #11 in the FY 2022 Financial Plan which 
states, “To pursue re-codification and an update to the zoning by-laws that meets Town Needs 
and objectives”; and      

WHEREAS, WA 34 from Fall 2020 Town Meeting urges the Select Board to determine whether      
adding substantial new housing is in the Town’s best interests after consideration for impacts to 
Town facilities, infrastructure, and services, as well as open space and the historic streetscape; 
and      
 
WHEREAS, the Town has developed new and effective methods for community engagement 
such as those being used in the Boylston Street/RT 9 Corridor Study; and 

WHEREAS, community engagement across the entire town is the key-stone of this project. 
keystone of a community-driven planning and zoning reform effort. Starting with a detailed 
inventory of our current environment, this engagement process will allow stakeholders to 
identify common goals and values along with strategies for implementation. 
; and  

WhereasWHEREAS, these shared goals and values canshould be translated into  a new, 
reformed Zoning By-     Law based on form-based zoning and incorporating other 
progressive planning tools. Current; and 

WHEREAS, current corridor planning studies and other ongoing planning efforts will should      
continue and inform should not be impeded by this broader planning project 
recommendations.; and 

 

WhereasWHEREAS, by doing the work to define our shared goals, we as a community can 
work together to respond to COVIDthe broad set of future community needs and also strengthen 
and enhance the quality of life for all who live, work, study, or visit in Brookline. ; and  

 
Now, Therefore, Be It  
 
Resolved,WHEREAS, MGL Title VII Chapter 41 Section 81D: Master plan, requires that the 
Town engagea planning board “shall make a master plan of such city or town and from time to 
time may extend or perfect such plan”, and the last completed Comprehensive Plan in a Town 
wide Brookline was done in 2005; and    

WHEREAS, several neighboring cities and towns have either finished or are starting the process 
to develop comprehensive plans to inform potential zoning reform, such as Somerville 
(Somervision 2040), Boston (Imagine Boston 2030), Medford (Medford 2030) and Cambridge 
(Cambridge Envision 2018);       

NOW THEREFORE BE IT:  
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RESOLVED, that the Select Board, in consultation with the Director of Planning and 
Community Development, appoint a Planning Process Study Committee to work with the 
Planning Department and other Town staff to develop a work program, budget, and scope for an 
inclusive, community-driven planning and zoning reform project involving all process; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Select Board appointed Planning Process Study Committee 
seek input and be informed by a full spectrum of stakeholders, including but not limited to: 
marginalized communities, subsidized housing residents, non-profits, faith-based organizations, 
business interests, neighborhood associations, Brookline residents with professional expertise in 
planning and zoning, as well as, advocacy groups for affordable housing, historic preservation, 
climate action and resiliency, green space, parks and open space, active and public 
transportation, and senior citizens with the goal of reforming its Zoning By-law based on 
form-based zoning; and      

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee shall endeavor to (i) 
examine the 2005 Comprehensive Plan with a view towards determining how a future 
comprehensive plan could be more effective, and (ii) devise a planning process that will develop 
a shared fact base of existing conditions, develop demographic and land-use projections, analyze 
possible land-use scenarios, inventory infrastructure and future infrastructure needs, identify 
Town service and facility usage metrics and capacities, develop a statement of town-wide values 
and goals with metrics, and generally complete the analysis necessary to identify potential 
impacts from contemplated land-use scenarios; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee contemplate the potential 
application of incorporating other progressive planning and zoning tools such as form-based 
zoning, environmental performance standards, green infrastructure, and placemaking; and 

; 

 

Further ResolvedFURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee identify 
project work products that can help guide future zoning reform work, such as defining areas 
where development or redevelopment potential is appropriately supported, areas where public 
realm enhancements are needed, and areas or parcels that should be conserved; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the current corridor studies including Lower Boylston and the 
planned Upper Boylston study, the Fisher Hill study, the Housing Production Plan, the Climate 
Action Plan, and other ongoing planning studies will continue and inform project 
recommendations; andwithout impediment; and  

 

Further Resolved, that the Town endeavorFURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning 
Process Study Committee should devise a community-based planning and zoning reform process 
that centers marginalized communities in its consideration of strategies and initiatives that 
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provide greater equity in all realms of the built environment and to further environmental justice; 
and 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Process Study Committee should contemplate a 
community engagement strategy that incorporates the lessons learned from the engagement 
strategies of the Boylston Street/RT 9 Corridor Study and the Housing Production Plan and be 
designed with input from Brookline’s Community Engagement Specialist; and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Select Board endeavors to seek and provide adequate funding 
to retain all necessary consultants and additional planning staff to successfully complete the 
work of Planning Process Study Committee and the implementation of its 
recommendationsproject; and  

 
Further ResolvedFURTHER RESOLVED, the Town Planning Process Study Committee will 
provide a progress report and/or recommendations to eachthe next Annual Town Meeting until 
project completion. 
 
Or act on anything related thereto. 
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10/25/21, 11:24 AM Mail - Devon Fields - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AQMkAGMyYjEwZTEzLTZiZjEtNDU2My04NzJkLWZhOWViZDJkMGEwMwAuAAADLRY4q2pJwEGKI60SwPfx8AE… 1/1

Article 26

Felixa Eskey 
Mon 10/18/2021 12:05 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

Dear Members of the Brookline Select Board,


Please support Article 26. Our beautiful town will benefit from thoughtful, comprehensive planning.


Sincerely,


Felixa Eskey




Brookline


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail
system. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.
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Supporting Article 26

orna feldman >
Mon 10/18/2021 11:29 AM
To:  Virginia Bullock <vbullock@brooklinema.gov>; Kara Brewton <kbrewton@brooklinema.gov>; Devon Fields
<dfields@brooklinema.gov>

Hello Virginia, Kara and all concerned, 

Article 26 makes eminent sense. It brings all concerned parties to the table to mesh a multitude of constituencies,
agendas and critical goals.  It is fact-based and future land use oriented. It is smart.  Please support Article 26. 

Thank you,
Orna 
Orna Feldman


Principal

Feldman Communications


 


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Article 26

Tom Higgins 
Tue 10/19/2021 4:36 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

Devon, 
I see Article 26 as a great opportunity to modernize Brookline zoning and plan for the Town's future
growth. It has my support and hopefully that of the Select Board.
Regards,
Tom Higgins
Precinct 1
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

6.A.

Page: 192



6.A.

Page: 193



10/25/21, 11:25 AM Mail - Devon Fields - Outlook
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Brookline by Design

Lea Mannion 
Mon 10/18/2021 1:14 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

I am writing to ask that the committee support Article 26 ( Brookline by Design) so that Brookline can
continue to grow but in a matter that is well thought out, inclusive and looking toward a future where
issues such as climate change, less automobile use and mix use zoning are a part of the solution.   Please
take the time to consider how this plan could help Brookline to move forward.

Thank you
Lea Mannion


 Street

Brookline


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail
system. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.
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I oppose Warrant Article 26

Janet Kolodner 
Wed 10/20/2021 12:19 AM
To:  Heather A. Hamilton <hhamilton@brooklinema.gov>; Raul Fernandez <rfernandez@brooklinema.gov>; Bernard Greene
<bgreene@brooklinema.gov>; John VanScoyoc <jvanscoyoc@brooklinema.gov>; Miriam Aschkenasy
<maschkenasy@brooklinema.gov>
Cc:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

Hello Select Board,

I am writing to tell you that I strongly oppose Warrant Article 26. It is duplicative of and a distraction 
from current planning efforts. It is too expensive, will take too long, and is designed to maintain the 
status quo. 

Brookline is already conducting substantial proactive planning processes in the form of the Housing 
Production Plan (scheduled to begin shortly and be completed by the end of 2022), which includes 
robust community engagement requirements and will produce concrete strategies to enable more 
housing and more affordability in Brookline, and a series of corridor and district plans originally 
recommended in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan 16 years ago are finally underway. Given the 
vagueness and heft of the proposal in Warrant Article 26 while these already-substantial processes 
are underway, I can only conclude that this article is designed to stop any change from taking place 
until the some new long and redundant planning process is completed. Warrant Article 26v should 
NOT be passed or funded.

Thank you.

Janet Kolodner

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

6.A.

Page: 195



10/25/21, 11:24 AM Mail - Devon Fields - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AQMkAGMyYjEwZTEzLTZiZjEtNDU2My04NzJkLWZhOWViZDJkMGEwMwAuAAADLRY4q2pJwEGKI60SwPfx8AE… 1/1

Article 26

Judy Mason 
Mon 10/18/2021 12:14 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>
Cc:  Linda Pehlke <lpehlke@aol.com>

Hello:    I am writing in support of Article 26.    Years of one-thing-at-a-time zoning changes has not
allowed for land use planning town-wide.   Various committees and constituencies should talk with one
another and work on compromises and trade-offs.      Thank you.     Judy Mason, former Town Meeting
Member Prec. 2.


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail
system. Do not click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.
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Town meeting

Stuart Rubinow 
Mon 10/18/2021 12:34 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

I urge you and all of Pct. 1 town meeting members to support Warrant Article 26, proposed by
Brookline By Design. 

I have lived in Brookline since 1987 and have been continually puzzled and frustrated by the town's
not seeming to have a coordinated planning process, that takes into account simultaneously the
interconnected needs of residential, commercial, school, and open space areas. 

To summarize Brookline By Design's position -- 

The Problem
The current zoning bylaw is based on 1960’s land use concepts, which encouraged the separation of uses
and automobile dependency.
Decades of incremental one off zoning changes has not allowed for any real land use planning on a town
wide scale.
Other pressing concerns around affordable and workforce housing, climate resiliency, commercial district
vibrancy, access and mobility, equitable land use decisions, historic preservation, and other issues are
being addressed in a piecemeal fashion through a patchwork of one off zoning changes
The Town, its residents, businesses and non-profits, and potential property developers struggle with an
antiquated zoning bylaw that is difficult to understand, does not reflect modern community goals, and
does not produce expected, context-appropriate outcomes.
Our zoning bylaw does not address the impact of COVID and the resulting evolving trends in commuting
and housing, as well as the growing awareness that our health and wellbeing depend on access to the
outdoors and recreation.

The Solution
The Town needs to start the necessary work to develop a fact based, future land use scenario for Brookline
2030 and beyond that involves all stakeholders in determining the future of our community.
The project will not slow down and will leverage existing study efforts related to commercial
development, affordable housing and corridor-specific studies such as Boylston Street/Route 9.

Thank you.

Stuart Rubinow

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Members of Select Board

Mon 10/18/2021 10:51 AM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>

Please support Article 26, a process
for a balanced and comprehensive update of zoning in Brookline.

Thank you.

Frances Shedd-Fisher
P 5

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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FW: ACTION NEEDED  This Week's Public Hearings on Brookline's Future: Article 16

Karen Voght 
Mon 10/18/2021 5:05 PM
To:  Devon Fields <dfields@brooklinema.gov>
Cc:  Virginia Bullock <vbullock@brooklinema.gov>; Kara Brewton <kbrewton@brooklinema.gov>; info@brooklinebydesign.com
<info@brooklinebydesign.com>

I would like to request the support of Article 26 (see talking points below), and particularly request that
serious attention be given to the urgency of reviewing Town growth in light on the impact of Covid (and
potential similar repeated pandemics) on the social, environmental, air quality, and economic wellbeing
of Brookline's families.   is an incomplete approach to cohesive and inclusive Town
Government. A more creative approach to communication, including a timely and physically deliverable

   must be a mandatory form of communication and Town obligation for all concerned
Appreciate all the incredible efforts to achieve this goal.
Karen Voght
Lon wood Ave
Brookline, MA
 
 
 
 
From: karen@karenmoss.com <karen@karenmoss.com> 

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 12:06 PM

To: Voght, Karen <kv@karenvoght.com>

Subject: Fwd: ACTION NEEDED- This Week's Public Hearings on Brookline's Future
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message:

From: Brookline By Design <info@brooklinebydesign.com>
Date: October 18, 2021 10:27:44 AM EDT
 

The proposal filed by Brookline By Design calling for a community based planning and zoning reform
project (Article 26 - click to read) will be in front of the Select Board, Housing Advisory Board and
Economic Development Board this week.
 
To learn more about why Brookline needs a community based planning and zoning reform project,
watch Tommy Vitolo's conversation with Linda Olson Pehlke:https://youtu.be/Xhgn8oEYoQc
 
It is very important that these boards hear from you as they decide whether or not to support our
proposal.
 
Please take the following actions today:
 
Action 1 ===> Email members of the Select Board asking them to support Article 26 (see talking points
below). Please send your email to: Dfields@brooklinema.gov (Devon Fields) 
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Action 2 ===> Email members of the Housing Advisory and Economic Development Advisory Boards
asking them to support Article 26. Please send your email to:VBullock@brooklinema.gov (Virginia
Bullock), Kbrewton@brooklinema gov (Kara Brewton)
 
Action 3  Register to attend and speak at the hearings
 

·         Select Board  Tuesday, October 19 7 00
pmhttps://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/webinar/register/WN_KXl4dKYwRYi7iokAaHW
wfQ

 
·         Housing Advisory and Economic Development  Wednesday October 20 5 30

pmhttps://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/webinar/register/WN_eG_Gu9ZySIy_6vZ8uwL_P
w

 
Your continued support is greatly appreciated
 
Brookline By Design Steering Committee and Community Liaison
 

·         John Doggett  Advisory Committee  TMM Pct  13
·         Gina Hahn, Mothers Out Front, TMM Pct. 3
·         Steve Kanes  Advisory Committee
·         M. David Lee, President, Stull & Lee, Inc. Architecture & Planning
·         Linda Olson Pehlke  Urban Planner  TMM Pct  2
·         Paul Warren, Advisory Committee, TMM Pct. 1
·         Neil Wishinsky  former Chair  Select Board  Advisory Committee  TMM Pct  5
·         Community Liaison, Lynda Roseman,TMM Pct. 14, Brookline Neighborhood Alliance

 
TALKING POINTS 
 
The Problem

·         The current zoning bylaw is based on 1960’s land use concepts, which encouraged the
separation of uses and automobile dependency.

·         Decades of incremental one off zoning changes has not allowed for any real land use
planning on a town-wide scale.

·         Other pressing concerns around affordable and workforce housing, climate resiliency,
commercial district vibrancy, access and mobility, equitable land use decisions, historic
preservation, and other issues are being addressed in a piecemeal fashion through a
patchwork of one-off zoning changes.

·         The Town, its residents, businesses and non profits, and potential property developers
struggle with an antiquated zoning bylaw that is difficult to understand, does not reflect
modern community goals, and does not produce expected, context appropriate outcomes

·         Our zoning bylaw does not address the impact of COVID and the resulting evolving
trends in commuting and housing, as well as the growing awareness that our health and
wellbeing depend on access to the outdoors and recreation.

 
The Solution

·         The Town needs to start the necessary work to develop a fact based, future land use
scenario for Brookline 2030 and beyond that involves all stakeholders in determining the
future of our community

·         The project will not slow down and will leverage existing study efforts related to
commercial development, affordable housing and corridor specific studies such as
Boylston Street/Route 9.
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OFFICE OF THE SELECT BOARD  
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

TO:  Each Member of the Board 
 
FROM: Melissa Goff, Deputy Town Administrator 
 
RE:  Draft vote STM1 Article 1 
 
DATE:  10/27/21  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The recommended vote under Special Town Meeting 1 Article 1 is as follows: 
 
Recommended Vote: 
 

VOTED:  That the Town: 
 

1) Amend the FY2022 budget as shown below and in the attached Amended 
Tables I and II: 

 
 
 

 
ITEM # 

ORIGINAL 
BUDGET 

PROPOSED 
CHANGE 

AMENDED 
BUDGET 

21. Schools $119,870,476 $1,196,071 $121,066,547 
24. Collective Bargaining Reserve $415,000 $791,587 $1,206,587 

 
 

 
2) Appropriate $99,854.75 to be expended under the direction of the 

Commissioner of Public Works to address the impact of transportation 
network services on municipal roads, bridges and other transportation 
infrastructure and to meet the appropriation transfer $81,753.60 from the 
Transportation Network Company (TNC) special revenue account and transfer 
$18,101.15 from the Police Department’s FY2019 TNC fund balance.   
 

3) Appropriate $200,000 to be expended under the direction of the Town 
Administrator, for the racial equity fund as established through the MOA with 
the Brookline Community Foundation dated 6/29/21 and to meet the 
appropriation transfer $200,000 from the HCA stabilization fund. 
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FY2022	BUDGET	‐	TABLE	1	MAY,	2021

FY19
ACTUAL

FY20
ACTUAL FY21  BUDGET

 FY22 
BUDGET

PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT

FY22 
ADJUSTED 

BUDGET
$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

REVENUES
Property Taxes 224,490,569 234,846,238 254,898,615 270,104,696 270,104,696 15,206,081 6.0%
Local Receipts 35,725,309 36,878,485 25,183,825 23,951,386 2,000,000 25,951,386 767,561 3.0%
State Aid 22,112,759 22,259,149 22,371,084 22,835,638 (14,014) 22,821,624 450,540 2.0%
Free Cash 8,427,936 9,081,257 11,065,720 10,401,890 10,401,890 (663,830) -6.0%
Other Available Funds 4,872,678 3,188,731 4,390,037 3,329,073 3,329,073 (1,060,964) -24.2%
TOTAL	REVENUE 295,629,251 306,253,860 317,909,281 330,622,683 1,985,986 332,608,669 14,699,388 4.6%

EXPENDITURES
DEPARTMENTAL	EXPENDITURES

1 . Select Board 708,050 752,179 841,662 968,105 968,105 126,443 15.0%
2 . Human Resources 498,780 459,435 594,485 604,195 604,195 9,710 1.6%
3 . Information Technology 2,077,848 1,993,949 2,080,259 2,212,246 2,212,246 131,987 6.3%
4 . Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations 301,017 257,180 327,515 331,266 331,266 3,751 1.1%
5 . Finance Department 3,280,214 3,276,686 3,316,233 3,368,197 3,368,197 51,964 1.6%

a.	Comptroller 650,453 704,846 686,819 715,461 715,461 28,642 4.2%
b.	Purchasing 724,872 715,553 727,235 709,756 709,756 (17,479) ‐2.4%
c.	Assessing 735,490 660,690 738,659 752,421 752,421 13,762 1.9%
d.	Treasurer 1,169,399 1,195,597 1,163,520 1,190,559 1,190,559 27,039 2.3%

6 . Legal Services 1,166,351 1,149,170 1,057,022 1,081,333 1,081,333 24,311 2.3%
7 . Advisory Committee 23,805 19,693 28,520 29,007 29,007 487 1.7%
8 . Town Clerk 758,640 798,563 750,024 617,240 617,240 (132,784) ‐17.7%
9 . Planning and Community Development 1,184,050 1,230,257 1,153,926 1,272,086 1,272,086 118,160 10.2%

10 . Police 18,578,613 17,742,983 17,386,626 17,493,030 17,493,030 106,404 0.6%
11 . Fire 15,586,571 16,105,142 15,951,670 16,481,472 16,481,472 529,802 3.3%
12 . Building 5,511,493 8,158,293 8,831,246 9,587,404 9,587,404 756,158 8.6%

(1) 13 . Public Works 16,069,996 16,360,644 16,008,198 16,668,234 16,668,234 660,036 4.1%
a.	Administration 911,556 966,214 950,304 959,616 959,616 9,312 1.0%
b.	Engineering/Transportation 1,306,949 1,316,971 1,350,119 1,392,568 1,392,568 42,449 3.1%
c.	Highway 5,532,652 6,062,296 5,103,753 5,233,854 5,233,854 130,101 2.5%
d.	Sanitation 3,246,937 3,413,212 4,030,333 4,310,136 4,310,136 279,803 6.9%
e.	Parks	and	Open	Space 3,912,389 3,650,776 3,988,879 4,188,729 4,188,729 199,850 5.0%
f.	Snow	and	Ice 1,159,513 951,175 584,810 583,331 583,331 (1,479) ‐0.3%

14 . Library 4,249,242 4,241,330 4,000,760 4,262,381 4,262,381 261,621 6.5%
15 . Health and Human Services 1,408,011 1,324,313 1,568,639 1,595,761 1,595,761 27,122 1.7%
16 . Veterans' Services 201,513 270,108 312,087 316,384 316,384 4,297 1.4%
17 . Council on Aging 954,436 966,717 913,379 1,027,656 1,027,656 114,277 12.5%
18 . Recreation 983,211 1,117,436 1,034,617 1,058,391 1,058,391 23,774 2.3%

(2) 19 . Personnel Services Reserve 715,000 715,000 715,000 715,000 715,000 0 0.0%
(2) 20 . Collective Bargaining - Town 1,400,693 1,505,081 1,910,000 415,000 791,587 1,206,587 (703,413) ‐36.8%

Subtotal	Town 73,541,840 76,224,078 78,781,868 80,104,388 791,587 80,895,975 2,114,107 2.7%

21 . Schools 110,918,206 116,978,533 120,748,990 119,870,476 1,196,071 121,066,547 317,557 0.3%
22 . Vocational	Education	Assessments 13,878 26,113 92,895 92,895 92,895 0 ‐

Subtotal	Education 110,932,084 117,004,646 120,841,885 119,963,371 1,196,071 121,159,442 317,557 0.3%

TOTAL	DEPARTMENTAL	EXPENDITURES 184,473,924 193,228,724 199,623,752 200,067,759 1,987,658 202,055,417 2,431,664 1.2%

NON‐DEPARTMENTAL	EXPENDITURES
(1) 23 . Employee Benefits 62,487,155 65,149,336 68,518,848 71,554,793 71,554,793 3,035,945 4.4%
(3) a.	Pensions 23,785,769 24,917,372 26,569,845 28,490,221 28,490,221 1,920,376 7.2%

b.	Group	Health 29,632,981 30,539,855 32,701,792 33,305,817 33,305,817 604,025 1.8%
(3) c.	Retiree	Group	Health	Trust	Fund	(OPEB's) 4,570,465 4,781,980 4,181,979 4,181,979 4,181,979 0 0.0%

d.	Group	Life 132,351 127,452 145,000 145,000 145,000 0 0.0%
e.	Disability	Insurance 43,808 48,480 46,000 46,000 46,000 0 0.0%

(3) f.	Worker's	Compensation 1,450,000 2,050,000 1,850,000 1,850,000 1,850,000 0 0.0%
(3) g.	Public	Safety	IOD	Medical	Expenses 200,000 0 0 0 0 ‐
(3) h.	Unemployment	Compensation 200,000 200,000 200,000 525,000 525,000 325,000 162.5%
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FY19
ACTUAL

FY20
ACTUAL FY21  BUDGET

 FY22 
BUDGET

PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT

FY22 
ADJUSTED 

BUDGET
$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

i.	Medical	Disabilities 18,846 13,694 40,000 40,000 40,000 0 0.0%
j.	Medicare	Coverage 2,452,935 2,470,503 2,784,233 2,970,776 2,970,776 186,544 6.7%

(2) 24 . Reserve Fund 1,785,722 2,521,043 3,620,855 3,829,013 3,829,013 208,158 5.7%
25 . HCA Reserve Fund 0 0 701,485 0 0 (701,485) ‐100.0%
26 . Stabilization Fund 0 0 1,000,000 2,829,788 2,829,788 1,829,788 183.0%
27 . Affordable Housing 545,112 200,000 726,549 80,737 80,737 (645,812) ‐88.9%
28 . Liability/Catastrophe Fund 456,762 389,700 49,729 81,223 81,223 31,494 63.3%
29 . General Insurance 416,563 506,914 703,507 883,358 883,358 179,851 25.6%
30 . Audit/Professional Services 131,994 122,128 142,000 147,000 147,000 5,000 3.5%

(5) 31 . Contingency Fund 14,754 61,069 10,000 10,000 10,000 0 0.0%
32 . Out-of-State Travel 1,677 1,276 0 0 0 0 ‐
33 . Printing of Warrants & Reports 54,633 49,666 45,000 45,000 45,000 0 0.0%
34 . MMA Dues 13,121 13,226 13,891 14,239 14,239 348 2.5%

Subtotal	General 3,420,338 3,865,022 7,013,016 7,920,358 7,920,358 907,342 12.9%

(1) 35 . Borrowing 15,631,273 17,976,346 25,204,625 34,516,793 34,516,793 9,312,168 36.9%
a.	Funded	Debt	‐	Principal 10,195,000 11,333,360 13,674,000 19,377,067 19,377,067 5,703,067 41.7%
b.	Funded	Debt	‐	Interest 4,977,927 6,468,027 11,237,370 14,879,226 14,879,226 3,641,856 32.4%
c.	Bond	Anticipation	Notes 456,250 140,217 233,256 200,500 200,500 (32,756) ‐14.0%
d.	Abatement	Interest	and	Refunds 2,095 34,742 60,000 60,000 60,000 0 0.0%

TOTAL	NON‐DEPARTMENTAL	EXPENDITURES 81,538,766 86,990,704 100,736,489 113,991,944 0 113,991,944 13,255,454 13.2%

TOTAL	GENERAL	APPROPRIATIONS 266,012,690 280,219,428 300,360,242 314,059,703 1,987,658 316,047,361 15,687,119 5.2%

SPECIAL	APPROPRIATIONS

36 . Voting Machines (revenue financed) 130,000 130,000
37 . Police/Fire Radio Infrastructure (revenue financed) 900,000 900,000
38 . Parking Meters (revenue financed) 140,000 140,000
39 . Wash/Harv/Kent/Davis Traffic Signal Upgrade  (revenue financed) 140,000 140,000
40 . Accessible Pedestrian Signal Conversion (revenue financed) 50,000 50,000
41 . Street Rehab.  (revenue financed) 2,072,224 2,072,224
42 . Sidewalk Repair/Reconstruction (revenue financed) 344,000 344,000
43 . Washington St. Rehab and Complete Streets (revenue financed) 600,000 600,000
44 . Stormwater Improvements (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund) 400,000 400,000
45 . Water Meter MTU Replacement (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund) 280,000 280,000
46 . Willow Pond Environmental Restoration (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund) 280,000 280,000
47 . Playground Equipment, Fields, Fencing (revenue financed) 260,000 260,000
48 . Town/School Grounds Rehab (revenue financed) 165,000 165,000
49 . Tree Removal and Replacement (revenue financed) 482,224 482,224
50 . Town/School ADA Renovations (revenue financed) 85,000 85,000
51 . Town/School Energy Conservation Projects (revenue financed) 165,000 165,000
52 . Public Building Fire Alarm upgrades (revenue financed) 175,000 175,000
53 . Town/School Bldg Security / Life Safety Systems (revenue financed) 170,000 170,000
54 . Classroom Capacity (revenue financed) 1,738,600 1,738,600
55 . Water System Improvements (utility bond) 2,000,000 2,000,000
56 . Wastewater System Improvements (utility bond) 3,000,000 3,000,000
57 . Murphy Playground (bond) 915,000 915,000
58 . Robinson Playground (bond) 1,150,000 1,150,000
59 . Town/School Bldg Envelope/Fenestration Repairs (bond) 750,000 750,000

0
(4) TOTAL	REVENUE‐FINANCED	SPECIAL	APPROPRIATIONS 10,979,868 9,949,094 8,828,250 7,617,048 0 7,617,048 (1,211,202) ‐13.7%

TOTAL	APPROPRIATED	EXPENDITURES 276,992,558 290,168,522 309,188,492 321,676,751 1,987,658 323,664,409 14,475,917 4.7%

NON‐APPROPRIATED	EXPENDITURES
Cherry Sheet Offsets 88,500 89,070 86,027 103,231 (1,672) 101,559
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FY19
ACTUAL

FY20
ACTUAL FY21  BUDGET

 FY22 
BUDGET

PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT

FY22 
ADJUSTED 

BUDGET
$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

State & County Charges 6,672,137 6,826,231 6,779,677 6,934,714 6,934,714
Overlay 1,762,675 1,785,140 1,830,085 1,882,988 1,882,988
Deficits-Judgments-Tax Titles 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
TOTAL	NON‐APPROPRIATED	EXPEND. 8,548,312 8,725,441 8,720,789 8,945,932 (1,672) 8,944,260 223,472 2.6%

TOTAL	EXPENDITURES 285,540,869 298,893,963 317,909,280 330,622,683 1,985,986 332,608,669 14,699,389 4.6%

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) 10,088,382 7,359,897 0 0 0 0 0
(1) Breakdown provided for informational purposes.
(2) Figures provided for informational purposes.  Funds were transferred to departmental budgets for expenditure.
(3) Funds are transferred to trust funds for expenditure.
(4) Amounts appropriated.  Bonded appropriations are not included in the total amount, as the debt and interest costs associated with them are funded in the Borrowing category (item #35).
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FY22	BUDGET	‐	TABLE	2	MAY	2021	FINAL	MOTION

Department/Board/Commission

Personnel
Services/
Benefits

Purchase	of
Services Supplies

Other
Charges/
Expenses Utilities

Capital	
Outlay

Inter‐
Govt'al

Debt	
Service

Agency	
Total

Select Board (Town Administrator) 894,122 60,880 3,048 7,900 2,155 968,105
Human Resources Department (Human Resources Director) 321,796 239,359 14,900 26,500 1,640 604,195
Information Technology Department (Chief Information Officer) 1,242,973 675,773 10,350 15,050 268,100 2,212,246
Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations (Director) 304,391 20,000 3,000 3,000 875 331,266
Finance Department (Director of Finance) 2,459,347 824,334 46,960 28,707 1,219 7,630 3,368,197
Legal Services (Town Counsel) 812,449 183,269 2,500 81,500 1,615 1,081,333
Advisory Committee (Chair, Advisory Committee) 24,867 3,275 570 295 29,007
Town Clerk (Town Clerk) 490,288 110,172 15,250 500 1,030 617,240
Planning and Community Department (Plan. & Com. Dev. Dir.) 1,163,790 91,034 9,712 4,550 3,000 1,272,086
Police Department (Police Chief) 16,137,780 516,731 122,857 28,300 291,193 396,169 17,493,030
Fire Department (Fire Chief) 15,865,351 168,426 126,952 27,100 225,037 68,606 16,481,472
Public Buildings Department (Building Commissioner) 2,930,001 3,745,951 24,575 5,248 2,825,759 55,870 9,587,404
Public Works Department (Commissioner of Public Works) 8,710,724 5,121,628 970,261 45,500 1,132,392 687,730 16,668,233
Public Library Department (Library Board of Trustees) 3,136,179 236,861 583,525 4,700 257,992 43,124 4,262,381
Health & Human Services  Department (Health & Human Svcs Dir) 1,282,613 221,514 35,100 4,120 47,629 4,785 1,595,761
Veterans' Services (Veterans' Services Director) 154,997 2,388 1,150 157,339 510 316,384
Council on Aging (Council on Aging Director) 890,566 48,418 18,846 4,250 59,876 5,700 1,027,656
Recreation Department (Recreation Director) 758,855 23,037 86,480 12,400 174,619 3,000 1,058,391
School Department (School Committee) 121,066,547
Total	Departmental	Budgets 57,581,089 12,289,775 2,078,741 457,234 5,015,716 1,551,834 200,040,934

DEBT	SERVICE
Debt Service (Director of Finance) 34,516,793 34,516,793
Total	Debt	Service 34,516,793 34,516,793

EMPLOYEE	BENEFITS
Contributory Pensions Contribution  (Director of Finance) 28,490,221 28,490,221
Group Health Insurance (Human Resources Director) 33,305,817 33,305,817
Retiree Group Health Insurance - OPEB's (Director of Finance) 4,181,979 4,181,979
Group Life Insurance (Human Resources Director) 145,000 145,000
Disability Insurance 46,000 46,000
Workers' Compensation (Human Resources Director) 1,850,000 1,850,000
Unemployment Insurance (Human Resources Director) 525,000 525,000
Ch. 41, Sec. 100B Medical Benefits (Town Counsel) 40,000 40,000
Medicare Payroll Tax (Director of Finance) 2,970,776 2,970,776
Total	Employee	Benefits 71,554,793 71,554,793

GENERAL	/	UNCLASSIFIED
Vocational Euducation Assessments 92,895
Reserve Fund (*) (Chair, Advisory Committee) 3,829,013 3,829,013
Stabilization Fund (Director of Finance) 2,829,788 2,829,788
Liability/Catastrophe Fund (Director of Finance) 81,223 81,223
Housing Trust Fund (Planning & Community Develpoment Dir.) 80,737 80,737
General Insurance (Town Administrator) 883,358 883,358
Audit/Professional Services (Director of Finance) 147,000 147,000
Contingency (Town Administrator) 10,000 10,000
Out of State Travel (Town Administrator)
Printing of Warrants (Town Administrator) 15,000 20,000 10,000 45,000
MMA Dues (Town Administrator) 14,239 14,239
Town Salary Reserve (*) (Director of Finance) 1,206,587 1,206,587
Personnel Services Reserve (*) (Director of Finance) 715,000 715,000
Total	General	/	Unclassified 1,936,587 1,050,358 10,000 6,845,000 9,934,840

TOTAL	GENERAL	APPROPRIATIONS 131,072,469 13,340,133 2,088,741 7,302,234 5,015,716 1,551,834 34,516,793 316,047,361
(*)  NO EXPENDITURES AUTHORIZED DIRECTLY AGAINST THESE APPROPRIATIONS.  FUNDS TO BE TRANSFERRED AND EXPENDED IN APPROPRIATE DEPT.
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	3.A. - Question of approving the meeting minutes from Tuesday, October 26, 2021.
	3.B. - Question of approving Change Order # 16/ PCCO 023 for the Brookline High School Expansion with Skanska GMP in the amount of $182,773.
	3.C. - Question of approving Change Order No. 6 for the Brookline High School Expansion project Tappan Gym and 3rd Floor Renovation with CTA in the amount of $68,467.5.



Question of approving Change Order No. 7 for the Brookline High School Expansion - Tapp
	3.D. - Question of approving Amendment #1 for the Brookline High School Expansion project with NV5 for Additional Commissioning Services in the amount of $6,000.
	3.E. - Question of approving Contract #PW/22-08 Agreement for Engineering & Supplemental Services in Connection with Brookline Village Signal Improvements with Environmental Partners Group, LLC 1900 Crown Colony Drive Suite 402, Quincy Massachusetts 02169 i
	3.F. - Question of approving the following alternate managers for NETA:

Joseph Chapel

Javier Lira
	3.G. - Question of approving the authorization to hire request for a Senior Clerk Typist (C-06) in the Department of the Town Clerk.
	3.H. - Question of approving the authorization to hire request for a B-Pen Administrative Services and Outreach Coordinator in the Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention for Youth division of the Public Health and Human Services Department.
	3.I. - Question of approving an All Alochol Sales License Sales License to Mel Seibolt to be held on Saturday, November 6, 2021 for 50th Class Reunion 6:00PM – 10:00PM at Brookline High School.
	5.A. - Discussion and possible vote on the Select Board's cannabis equity policy.
	6.A. - Further review and possible vote on the following Warrant Articles for the November 16, 2021 Fall Town Meeting (STM 1 & 2):
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